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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

ES.1 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS  

The results of this IDI Rider 2 and 4 High Cube Warehouses and Perris Valley Storm Drain Channel 
Improvement Project Energy Analysis is summarized below based on the significance criteria in 
Section 3 of this report consistent with Appendix G of the 2019 California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) Statute and Guidelines (CEQA Guidelines) (1).  Table ES-1 shows the findings of 
significance for potential energy impacts under CEQA.  

TABLE ES-1:  SUMMARY OF CEQA SIGNIFICANCE FINDINGS 

Analysis 
Report 
Section 

Significance Findings 

Unmitigated Mitigated 

Energy Impact #1: Result in potentially 
significant environmental impact due to 
wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 
consumption of energy resources, during project 
construction or operation. 

5.0 Less Than Significant n/a 

Energy Impact #2: Conflict with or obstruct a 
state or local plan for renewable energy or 
energy efficiency. 

5.0 Less Than Significant n/a 

ES.2 PERRIS VALLEY COMMERCE CENTER SPECIFIC PLAN (PVCC SP) ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

REPORT (EIR) MITIGATION MEASURES (MM) 

The Project sites are located within the PVCC SP area. As such, the Project is required to comply 
with the applicable Perris Valley Commerce Center Specific Plan Environmental Impact Report 
SCH No. 2009081086 MMs (2). 

The applicable PVCC SP EIR MMs for air quality are shown below and are required for the Project, 
these select measures would also assist in the reduction of energy usage. As a conservative 
measure, to provide a worst-case disclosure of the Project's impacts, no credit has been assumed 
from the following measures.  

MM  AIR 19 

In order to reduce energy consumption from the individual implementing development projects, 
applicable plans (e.g., electrical plans, improvement maps) submitted to the City shall include the 
installation of energy-efficient street lighting throughout the project sites. These plans shall be 
reviewed and approved by the applicŀōƭŜ /ƛǘȅ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ όŜΦƎΦΣ /ƛǘȅ ƻŦ tŜǊǊƛǎΩ .ǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ 5ƛǾƛǎƛƻƴύ 
prior to conveyance of applicable streets.  
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MM  AIR 20 

Each implementing development project shall be encouraged to implement, at a minimum, an 
ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ƛƴ ŜŀŎƘ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎΩǎ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅ мр percent (%) beyond Title 24, and reduce indoor 
water use by 25%. All reductions would be documented through a checklist to be submitted prior 
to issuance of building permits for the implementing development project with building plans 
and calculations.
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1 INTRODUCTION 

This report presents the results of the energy analysis prepared by Urban Crossroads, Inc., for 
the proposed IDI Rider 2 and 4 High Cube Warehouses and Perris Valley Storm Drain (PVSD) 
Channel Improvement Project (Project). The purpose of this report is to ensure that energy 
implication is considered by the City of Perris (City), as the lead agency, and to quantify 
anticipated energy usage associated with construction and operation of the proposed Project, 
determine if the usage amounts are efficient, typical, or wasteful for the land use type, and to 
emphasize avoiding or reducing inefficient, wasteful, and unnecessary consumption of energy. 

1.1 SITE LOCATION 

The Project sites are located in City of Perris on the northeast corner of Redlands Avenue and 
Rider Street in the PVCC SP area, as shown on Exhibit 1-A.  The March Air Reserve Base/Inland 
Port Airport (MARB/IPA) is located approximately 2 to 2.5 miles northwest of the Project sites, 
and the Interstate 215 (I-215) Freeway is located roughly 1.8 miles west of the Project sites. 

The Project sites are currently vacant. Existing land uses in the Project study area include an 
existing recreational vehicle (RV) park use to the north on the southwest corner of Redlands 
Avenue and Ramona Expressway; Morgan Park and residential homes located northeast, east, 
and south of the Project sites across the PVSD Channel; and industrial uses located west of the 
Project sites within areas defined by the PVCC SP and City of Perris Zoning Map as light industrial-
designated land use (LI) (3) (4).   

1.2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The Project is proposed to consist of two High-Cube Transload Short-Term Storage Warehouse 
(without cold storage) buildings totaling approximately 1,373,449 square feet (sf) (Rider 2 is to 
consist of approximately 806,351 sf and Rider 4 is to consist of approximately 567,098 sf) of High-
Cube Transload Short-Term Storage Warehouse (without cold storage) and the development and 
subsequent operations and maintenance of improvements to the PVSD Channel. At the time this 
EA was prepared, Rider 2 was proposed to consist of 806,351 sf and Rider 4 was proposed to 
consist of 567,098 sf of High-Cube Transload and Short-Term Storage Warehouse use (without 
cold storage).  However, the current site plan shows 804,759 sf for Rider 2 and 547,977 sf for 
Rider 4.  The higher square footages for Rider 2 and Rider 4 have been evaluated for the purposes 
of this EA in order to account for any minor changes that may occur to the building area as part 
of the final design. Exhibit 1-B shows the Project site plan.  

At the time this energy analysis was prepared the future tenants of the proposed Project were 
unknown.  To present the potential worst-case conditions, this analysis assumes the Project 
would be operated 24 hours per day, seven days per week.  It is expected that the Project 
business operations would primarily be conducted within the enclosed buildings, except for 
traffic movement, parking, as well as loading and unloading of trucks at designated loading bays.  
This energy study is intended to describe energy use associated with the expected typical  



IDI Rider 2 and 4 High Cube Warehouses and Perris Valley Storm Drain Channel Improvement Project Energy Analysis 

11558-09 EA Report 

5 

EXHIBIT 1-A:  LOCATION MAP 
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EXHIBIT 1-B:  SITE PLAN 
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industrial warehouse activities at the Project sites.  At the time of this analysis, no cold storage 
was planned at the Project sites, and is therefore not analyzed in this report. 

According to the IDI Rider 2 and 4 High Cube Warehouses and Perris Valley Storm Drain Channel 
Improvement Project Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) prepared by Urban Crossroads, Inc., the Project 
is expected to generate a total of approximately 1,926 two-way vehicular trips per day (963 
inbound and 963 outbound) (5).  The Project trip generation includes 1,304 two-way passenger 
car trips per day (652 inbound and 652 outbound) and 622 two-way truck trips per day (311 
inbound and 311 outbound) from the proposed buildings within the Project sites. 
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2 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

This section provides an overview of the existing energy conditions in the Project region.  

2.1 OVERVIEW 

¢ƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ǊŜŎŜƴǘ Řŀǘŀ ŦƻǊ /ŀƭƛŦƻǊƴƛŀΩǎ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜŘ total energy consumption is from 2017 and 
natural gas consumption is from 2018, released by the United States (U.S.) Energy Information 
!ŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ό9L!ύ California State Profile and Energy Estimates in 2020 and included: 

¶ Approximately 7,881 trillion British Thermal Unit (BTU) of energy was consumed; 

¶ Approximately 683 million barrels of petroleum; 

¶ Approximately 2,137 billion cubic feet of natural gas;  

¶ Approximately 1 million short tons of coal (6) 

¢ƘŜ /ŀƭƛŦƻǊƴƛŀ 9ƴŜǊƎȅ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ ό/9/ύ Transportation Energy Demand Forecast 2018-2030 
was released in order to support the 2017 Integrated Energy Policy Report. The Transportation 
energy Demand Forecast 2018-2030 lays out graphs and data supporting their projections of 
/ŀƭƛŦƻǊƴƛŀΩǎ ŦǳǘǳǊŜ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ŘŜƳŀƴŘΦ ¢ƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘŜŘ ƛƴǇǳǘǎ consider expected 
variable changes in fuel prices, income, population, and other variables. Predictions regarding 
fuel demand included: 

¶ Gasoline demand in the transportation sector is expected to decline from approximately 15.8 
billion gallons in 2017 to between 12.3 billion and 12.7 billion gallons in 2030 (7) 

¶ Diesel demand in the transportation sector is expected to rise, increasing from approximately 3.7 
billion diesel gallons in 2015 to approximately 4.7 billion in 2030 (7) 

o Data from the Department of Energy states that approximately 3.9 billion gallons of diesel 
fuel were consumed in 2017 (8) 

The most recent data provided by the EIA for energy use in California by demand sector is from 
2017 and is reported as follows: 

¶ Approximately 40.3% transportation; 

¶ Approximately 23.1% industrial; 

¶ Approximately 18.0% residential; and 

¶ Approximately 18.7% commercial (9) 

In 2018, total system electric generation for California was 285,488 gigawatt hours (GWh). 
California's massive electricity in-state generation system generated approximately 194,842 
GWh which accounted for approximately 68% of the electricity it uses; the rest was imported 
from the Pacific Northwest (14%) and the U.S. Southwest (18%) (10). Natural gas is the main 
source for electricity generation at 47% of the total in-state electric generation system power as 
shown in Table 2-1. 
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TABLE 2-1: TOTAL ELECTRICITY SYSTEM POWER (CALIFORNIA 2018) 

Fuel Type 

California 
In-State 

Generation 
(GWh) 

Percent of 
California 
In-State 

Generation 

Northwest 
Imports 
(GWh) 

Southwest 
Imports 
(GWh) 

California 
Power Mix 

(GWh) 

Percent 
California 
Power Mix 

Coal 294 0.15% 399 8,740 9,433 3.30% 

Large Hydro 22,096 11.34% 7,418 985 30,499 10.68% 

Natural Gas 90,691 46.54% 49 8,904 99,644 34.91% 

Nuclear 18,268 9.38% 0 7,573 25,841 9.05% 

Oil 35 0.02% 0 0 35 0.01% 

Other 430 0.22% 0 9 439 0.15% 

Renewables 63,028 32.35% 14,074 12,400 89,502 31.36% 

Biomass 5,909 3.03% 772 26 6,707 2.35% 

Geothermal 11,528 5.92% 171 1,269 12,968 4.54% 

Small Hydro 4,248 2.18% 334 1 4,583 1.61% 

Solar 27,265 13.99% 174 5,094 32,533 11.40% 

Wind 14,078 7.23% 12,623 6,010 32,711 11.46% 

Unspecified Sources 
of Power 

N/A N/A 17,576 12,519 30,095 10.54% 

Total 194,842 100% 39,517 51,130 285,488 100% 

Source: https://www.energy.ca.gov/almanac/electricity_data/total_system_power.html 

An updated summary of, and context for energy consumption and energy demands within the 
State is ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘ ƛƴ ά¦Φ{Φ 9ƴŜǊƎȅ LƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ !ŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴΣ /ŀƭƛŦƻǊƴƛŀ {ǘŀǘŜ tǊƻŦƛƭŜ ŀƴŘ 9nergy 
9ǎǘƛƳŀǘŜǎΣ vǳƛŎƪ CŀŎǘǎέ ŜȄŎŜǊǇǘŜŘ ōŜƭƻǿΥ 

¶ California was the seventh-largest producer of crude oil among the 50 states in 2018, and, as of 

January 2019, it ranked third in oil refining capacity.  

¶ California is the largest consumer of jet fuel among the 50 states and accounted for one-fifth of 

ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ƧŜǘ ŦǳŜƭ ŎƻƴǎǳƳǇǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ нлму. (11) 

¶ California's total energy consumption is second highest in the nation, but, in 2018, the state's per 

capita energy consumption was the fourth-lowest, due in part to its mild climate and its energy 

efficiency programs. (12) 

¶ In 2018, California ranked first in the nation as a producer of electricity from solar, geothermal, 

and biomass resources and fourth in the nation in conventional hydroelectric power generation.  

¶ In 2018, large- and small-scale solar photovoltaic (PV) and solar thermal installations provided 

мф҈ ƻŦ /ŀƭƛŦƻǊƴƛŀΩǎ ƴŜǘ ŜƭŜŎǘǊƛŎƛǘȅ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ (13). 
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!ǎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ŀōƻǾŜΣ /ŀƭƛŦƻǊƴƛŀ ƛǎ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ ŜƴŜǊƎȅπǇǊƻŘǳŎƛƴƎ ǎǘŀǘŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ 
CaliforniaΩǎ ǇŜǊ ŎŀǇƛǘŀ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ǳǎŜ ƛǎ ŀƳƻƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ Ƴƻǎǘ ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘΦ DƛǾŜƴ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
Project, the remainder of this discussion will focus on the three sources of energy that are most 
relevant to the projectτnamely, electricity, natural gas, and transportation fuel for vehicle trips 
associated with the uses planned for the Project. 

2.2 ELECTRICITY 

The usage associated with electricity use were calculated using the California Emissions Estimator 
Model (CalEEMod) Version 2016.3.2Φ ¢ƘŜ {ƻǳǘƘŜǊƴ /ŀƭƛŦƻǊƴƛŀ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ ŜƭŜŎǘǊƛŎƛǘȅ ǊŜƭƛŀōƛƭƛǘȅ Ƙŀǎ 
been of concern for the past several years due to the planned retirement of aging facilities that 
depend upon once-through cooling technologies, as well as the June 2013 retirement of the San 
Onofre Nuclear Generating Station (San Onofre). While the once-through cooling phase-out has 
ōŜŜƴ ƻƴƎƻƛƴƎ ǎƛƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ aŀȅ нлмл ŀŘƻǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜ ²ŀǘŜǊ wŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ /ƻƴǘǊƻƭ .ƻŀǊŘΩǎ ƻnce-
through cooling policy, the retirement of San Onofre complicated the situation. California ISO 
studies revealed the extent to which the South California Air Basin (SCAB) and the San Diego Air 
Basin (SDAB) region were vulnerable to low-voltage and post-transient voltage instability 
concerns. A preliminary plan to address these issues was detailed in the 2013 Integrative Energy 
Policy Report (IEPR) after a collaborative process with other energy agencies, utilities, and air 
districts (14). Similarly, the subsequent 2018 ŀƴŘ нлмф L9twΩǎ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ ōǊƻŀŘ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ 
aimed at maintaining electricity system reliability. 

Electricity is provided to the Project by Southern California Edison (SCE). SCE provides electric 
power to more than 15 million persons in 15 counties and in 180 incorporated cities, within a 
service area encompassing approximately 50,000 square miles. BasŜŘ ƻƴ {/9Ωǎ нлму tƻǿŜǊ 
Content Label Mix, SCE derives electricity from varied energy resources including: fossil fuels, 
hydroelectric generators, nuclear power plants, geothermal power plants, solar power 
generation, and wind farms. SCE also purchases from independent power producers and utilities, 
ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ƻǳǘπƻŦπǎǘŀǘŜ ǎǳǇǇƭƛŜǊǎ (16). 

/ŀƭƛŦƻǊƴƛŀΩǎ ŜƭŜŎǘǊƛŎƛǘȅ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊȅ ƛǎ ŀƴ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǳǘƛƭƛǘƛŜǎΣ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƴƎ 
companies, and state agencies, each with a variety of roles and responsibilities to ensure that 
electrical power is provided to consumers. The California Independent Service Operator (ISO) is 
a nonprofit public benefit corporation and is the impartial operator of ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ ǿƘƻƭŜǎŀƭŜ 
power grid and is charged with maintaining grid reliability, and to direct uninterrupted electrical 
energy supplies to CaliforniaΩǎ ƘƻƳŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ. While utilities [such as SCE] still own 
transmission assets, the ISO routes electrical power along these assets, maximizing the use of the 
transmission system and its power generation resources. The ISO matches buyers and sellers of 
electricity to ensure that enough power is available to meet demand. To these ends, every five 
minutes the ISO forecasts electrical demands, accounts for operating reserves, and assigns the 
lowest cost power plant unit to meet demands while ensuring adequate system transmission 
capacities and capabilities (17). 

tŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ L{hΩǎ ŎƘŀǊƎŜ ƛǎ ǘƻ Ǉƭŀƴ ŀƴŘ Ŏoordinate grid enhancements to ensure that electrical 
ǇƻǿŜǊ ƛǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ǘƻ /ŀƭƛŦƻǊƴƛŀ ŎƻƴǎǳƳŜǊǎΦ ¢ƻ ǘƘƛǎ ŜƴŘΣ ǘǊŀƴǎƳƛǎǎƛƻƴ ƻǿƴŜǊǎ όƛƴǾŜǎǘƻǊπƻǿƴŜŘ 
utilities such as SCE) file annual transmission expansion/modification plans to accommodate the 
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{ǘŀǘŜΩǎ ƎǊƻǿƛƴg electrical needs. The ISO reviews and either approves or denies the proposed 
additions. In addition, and perhaps most importantly, the ISO works with other areas in the 
western United States electrical grid to ensure that adequate power supplies are available to the 
State. In this manner, continuing reliable and affordable electrical power is assured to existing 
and new consumers throughout the State. 

Table 2-н ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜǎ {/9Ωǎ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ǇǊƻǇƻǊǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǎƘŀǊŜǎ ƻŦ ŜƭŜŎǘǊƛŎƛǘȅ ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ƛƴ нлм8. As indicated 
in Table 2-2, the 2018 SCE Power Mix has renewable energy at 36% of the overall energy 
resources. Geothermal resources are at 8%, wind power is at 13%, large hydroelectric sources 
are at 1%, solar energy is at 13%, and coal is at 0%. Biomass and waste sources have increased 
by 1% since 2017. Natural gas remains at 17% since 2017 (18).  

TABLE 2-2: SCE 2018 POWER CONTENT MIX 

Energy Resources 2018 SCE Power Mix 

Eligible Renewable 36% 

Biomass & waste 1% 

Geothermal 8% 

Small Hydroelectric 1% 

Solar 13% 

Wind 13% 

Coal 0% 

Large Hydroelectric 4% 

Natural Gas 17% 

Nuclear 6% 

Other 0% 

Unspecified Sources of power* 37% 

Total 100% 

                                                         *  "Unspecified sources of power" means electricity from transactions that are not  
       traceable to specific generation sources 

2.3 NATURAL GAS 

The usage associated with natural gas use were calculated using the CalEEMod Version 2016.3.2. 
The following summary of natural gas customers & volumes, supplies, delivery of supplies, 
storage, service options, and operations is excerpted from information provided by the California 
Public Utilities Commission (CPUC). 

ά¢ƘŜ /t¦/ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘŜǎ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ Ǝŀǎ ǳǘƛƭƛǘȅ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ŦƻǊ ŀǇǇǊƻȄƛƳŀǘŜƭȅ млΦу Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊǎ 
that receive natural gas from Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E), Southern California Gas 
(SoCalGas), San Diego Gas & Electric (SDG&E), Southwest Gas, and several smaller natural 
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gas utilities. The CPUC also regulates independent storage operators: Lodi Gas Storage, 
Wild Goose Storage, Central Valley Storage and Gill Ranch Storage. 

California's natural gas utilities provide service to over 11 million gas meters.  SoCalGas 
and PG&E provide service to about 5.9 million and 4.3 million customers, respectively, 
while SDG&E provides service to over 800, 000 customers.  In 2018, California gas utilities 
forecasted that they would deliver about 4740 million cubic feet per day (MMcfd) of gas 
to their customers, on average, under normal weather conditions. 

The overwhelming majority of natural gas utility customers in California are residential 
and small commercials customers, referred to as "core" customers.  Larger volume gas 
customers, like electric generators and industrial customers, are called "noncore" 
customers.  Although very small in number relative to core customers, noncore customers 
consume about 65% of the natural gas delivered by the state's natural gas utilities, while 
core customers consume about 35%. 

A significant amount of gas (about 19%, or 1131 MMcfd, of the total forecasted California 
consumption in 2018) is also directly delivered to some California large volume consumers, 
without being transported over the regulated utility pipeline system.  Those customers, 
referred to as "bypass" customers, take service directly from interstate pipelines or directly 
from California producers. 

SDG&E and Southwest Gas' southern division are wholesale customers of SoCalGas, i.e. 
they receive deliveries of gas from SoCalGas and in turn deliver that gas to their own 
customers.  (Southwest Gas also provides natural gas distribution service in the Lake 
Tahoe area.) Similarly, West Coast Gas, a small gas utility, is a wholesale customer of 
PG&E.  Some other wholesale customers are municipalities like the cities of Palo Alto, Long 
Beach, and Vernon, which are not regulated by the CPUC. 

Natural gas from out-of-state production basins is delivered into California via the 
interstate natural gas pipeline system.  The major interstate pipelines that deliver out-of-
state natural gas to California gas utilities are Gas Transmission Northwest Pipeline, Kern 
River Pipeline, Transwestern Pipeline, El Paso Pipeline, Ruby Pipeline, Mojave Pipeline, and 
Tuscarora.    Another pipeline, the North Baja - Baja Norte Pipeline takes gas off the El 
Paso Pipeline at the California/Arizona border, and delivers that gas through California 
into Mexico.  While the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) regulates the 
transportation of natural gas on the interstate pipelines, and authorizes rates for that 
service, the California Public Utilities Commission may participate in FERC regulatory 
proceedings to represent the interests of California natural gas consumers. 

The gas transported to California gas utilities via the interstate pipelines, as well as some 
of the California-produced gas, is delivered into the PG&E and SoCalGas intrastate natural 
gas transmission pipelines systems (commonly referred to as California's "backbone" 
pipeline system). Natural gas on the utilities' backbone pipeline systems is then delivered 
to the local transmission and distribution pipeline systems, or to natural gas storage 
fields.  Some large volume noncore customers take natural gas delivery directly off the 
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high-pressure backbone and local transmission pipeline systems, while core customers 
and other noncore customers take delivery off the utilities' distribution pipeline 
systems.   The state's natural gas utilities operate over 100,000 miles of transmission and 
distribution pipelines, and thousands more miles of service lines.    

Bypass customers take most of their deliveries directly off the Kern/Mojave pipeline 
system, but they also take a significant amount of gas from California production 

PG&E and SoCalGas own and operate several natural gas storage fields that are located 
within their service territories in northern and southern California, respectively.   These 
storage fields, and four independently owned storage utilities - Lodi Gas Storage, Wild 
Goose Storage, Central Valley Storage, and Gill Ranch Storage - help meet peak seasonal 
and daily natural gas demand and allow California natural gas customers to secure 
natural gas supplies more efficiently.   PG&E is a 25% owner of the Gill Ranch Storage field. 
These storage fields provide a significant amount of infrastructure capacity to help meet 
California's natural gas requirements, and without these storage fields, California would 
need much more pipeline capacity in order to meet peak gas requirements . 

Prior to the late 1980s, California regulated utilities provided virtually all natural gas 
services to all their customers. Since then, the Commission has gradually restructured the 
California gas industry in order to give customers more options while assuring regulatory 
protections for those customers that wish to, or are required to, continue receiving utility-
provided services.  

The option to purchase natural gas from independent suppliers is one of the results of this 
restructuring process. Although the regulated utilities procure natural gas supplies for 
most core customers, core customers have the option to purchase natural gas from 
independent natural gas marketers, called "core transport agents" (CTA).  Contact 
information for core transport agents can be found on the utilities' web sites.  Noncore 
customers, on the other hand, make natural gas supply arrangements directly with 
producers or with marketers.  

Another option resulting from the restructuring process occurred in 1993, when the 
Commission removed the utilities' storage service responsibility for noncore customers, 
along with the cost of this service from noncore customers' transportation rates.  The 
Commission also encouraged the development of independent storage fields, and in 
subsequent years, all the independent storage fields in California were 
established.  Noncore customers and marketers may now take storage service from the 
utility or from an independent storage provider (if available), and pay for that service, or 
may opt to take no storage service at all. For core customers, the Commission assures that 
the utility has adequate storage capacity set aside to meet core requirements, and core 
customers pay for that service. 

In a 1997 decision, the Commission adopted PG&E's "Gas Accord", which unbundled 
PG&E's backbone transmission costs from noncore transportation rates.  This decision 
gave customers and marketers the opportunity to obtain pipeline capacity rights on 
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PG&E's backbone transmission pipeline system, if desired, and pay for that service at rates 
authorized by the Commission.  The Gas Accord also required PG&E to set aside a certain 
amount of backbone transmission capacity in order to deliver gas to its core 
customers.  Subsequent Commission decisions modified and extended the initial terms of 
the Gas Accord. The "Gas Accord" framework is still in place today for PG&E's backbone 
and storage rates and services and is now simply referred to as PG&E Gas Transmission 
and Storage (GT&S). 

In a 2006 decision, the Commission adopted a similar gas transmission framework for 
Southern California, called the "firm access rights" system.  SoCalGas and SDG&E 
implemented the firm access rights (FAR) system in 2008, and it is now referred to as the 
backbone transmission system (BTS) framework. As under the PG&E backbone 
transmission system, SoCalGas backbone transmission costs are unbundled from noncore 
transportation rates.  Noncore customers and marketers may obtain, and pay for, firm 
backbone transmission capacity at various receipt points on the SoCalGas system.   A 
certain amount of backbone transmission capacity is obtained for core customers to 
assure meeting their requirements. 

Many if not most noncore customers now use a marketer to provide for several of the 
services formerly provided by the utility.  That is, a noncore customer may simply arrange 
for a marketer to procure its supplies, and obtain any needed storage and backbone 
transmission capacity, in order to assure that it will receive its needed deliveries of natural 
gas supplies.  Core customers still mainly rely on the utilities for procurement service, but 
they have the option to take procurement service from a CTA.  Backbone transmission and 
storage capacity is either set aside or obtained for core customers in amounts to assure 
very high levels of service. 

In order properly operate their natural gas transmission pipeline and storage systems, 
PG&E and SoCalGas must balance the amount of gas received into the pipeline system and 
delivered to customers or to storage fields.     {ƻƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǳǘƛƭƛǘƛŜǎΩ ǎǘƻǊŀƎŜ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ƛǎ 
dedicated to this service, and under most circumstances, customers do not need to 
precisely match their deliveries with their consumption.  However, when too much or too 
little Ǝŀǎ ƛǎ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǳǘƛƭƛǘƛŜǎΩ ǎȅǎǘŜƳǎΣ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŀƳƻǳƴǘ ōŜƛƴƎ 
consumed, the utilities require customers to more precisely match up their deliveries with 
their consumption.   And, if customers do not meet certain delivery requirements, they 
could face financial penalties.  The utilities do not profit from these financial penalties - 
the amounts are then returned to customers as a whole.  If the utilities find that they are 
unable to deliver all the gas that is expected to be consumed, they may even call for a 
curtailment of some gas deliveries.  These curtailments are typically required for just the 
largest, noncore customers.  It has been many years since there has been a significant 
curtailment of core customers in California Φέ (19) 

!ǎ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜŎŜŘƛƴƎ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴǎΣ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ Ǝŀǎ ƛǎ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ŦǊƻƳ ŀ ǾŀǊƛŜǘȅ ƻŦ ƛƴπǎǘŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ 
ƻǳǘπƻŦπǎǘŀǘŜ ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƛǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜ ƛƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ŀƴŘ 
demand. Complementing available natural gas resources, biogas may soon be available via 
existing delivery systems, thereby increasing the availability and reliability of resources in total. 
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The CPUC oversees utility purchases and transmission of natural gas to ensure reliable and 
affordable natural gas deliveries to existing and new consumers throughout the State. 

2.4 TRANSPORTATION ENERGY RESOURCES 

The Project would generate additional vehicle trips with resulting consumption of energy 
resources, predominantly gasoline and diesel fuel. In March 2019, the Department of Motor 
Vehicles (DMV) identified 36.4 million registered vehicles in California (20), and those vehicles 
consume an estimated 17.8 billion gallons of fuel each year1. Gasoline (and other vehicle fuels) 
are commercially provided commodities and would be available to the Project patrons and 
employees via commercial outlets. 

CalifƻǊƴƛŀΩǎ ƻƴ-road transportation system includes 394,383 land miles, more than 27.5 million 
passenger vehicles and light trucks, and almost 8.1 million medium- and heavy-duty vehicles (20). 
While gasoline consumption has been declining since 2008 it is still by far the dominant fuel. 
Petroleum comprises about 91% of all transportation energy use, excluding fuel consumed for 
aviation and most marine vessels (21). Nearly 17.8 billion gallons of on-highway fuel are burned 
each year, including 14.6 billion gallons of gasoline (including ethanol) and 3.2 billion gallons of 
diesel fuel (including biodiesel and renewable diesel). In 2019, Californians also used 194 million 
cubic feet of natural gas as a transportation fuel (22), or the equivalent of 183 billion gallons of 
gasoline.   

 
1 Fuel consumptions estimated utilizing information from EMFAC2017. 
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3 REGULATORY BACKGROUND 

Federal and state agencies regulate energy use and consumption through various means and 
programs. On the federal level, the United States Department of Transportation, the United 
States Department of Energy, and the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) are 
three federal agencies with substantial influence over energy policies and programs. On the state 
level, the CPUC and the CEC are two agencies with authority over different aspects of energy. 
wŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ŦŜŘŜǊŀƭ ŀƴŘ ǎǘŀǘŜ ŜƴŜǊƎȅπǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ƭŀǿǎ ŀƴŘ Ǉƭŀƴǎ ŀǊŜ summarized below. Project 
consistency with applicable federal and state regulations is also presented in italicized text. 

3.1 FEDERAL REGULATIONS 

3.1.1 INTERMODAL SURFACE TRANSPORTATION EFFICIENCY ACT OF 1991 (ISTEA) 

¢ƘŜ L{¢9! ǇǊƻƳƻǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ƛƴǘŜǊπƳƻŘŀƭ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ ǘƻ ƳŀȄƛƳƛȊŜ 
mobility as well as address national and local interests in air quality and energy. ISTEA contained 
factors that Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) were to address in developing 
ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ Ǉƭŀƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǎƻƳŜ ŜƴŜǊƎȅπǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎΦ ¢ƻ ƳŜŜǘ the new 
ISTEA requirements, MPOs adopted explicit policies defining the social, economic, energy, and 
environmental values guiding transportation decisions.  

Transportation and access to the Project sites are provided by the local and regional roadway 
systems. The Project would not interfere with, nor otherwise obstruct intermodal transportation 
plans or projects that may be realized pursuant to the ISTEA because SCAG is not planning for 
intermodal facilities on or through the Project sites. 

3.1.2 THE TRANSPORTATION EQUITY ACT FOR THE 21ST CENTURY (TEA-21) 

The ¢9!πнм ǿŀǎ ǎƛƎƴŜŘ ƛƴǘƻ ƭŀǿ ƛƴ мффу ŀƴŘ ōǳƛƭŘǎ ǳǇƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜǎ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ L{¢9! 
ƭŜƎƛǎƭŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎŜŘ ŀōƻǾŜΦ ¢9!πнм ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛȊŜǎ ƘƛƎƘǿŀȅΣ ƘƛƎƘway safety, transit, and other 
ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ ǎǳǊŦŀŎŜ ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎΦ ¢9!πнм ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜŘ 
for highways and transit under ISTEA, such as flexibility in the use of funds, emphasis on measures 
to improve the environment, and focus on a strong planning process as the foundation of good 
ǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎΦ ¢9!πнм ŀƭǎƻ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ŦƻǊ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ ƛǘǎ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ 
maximize the performance of the transportation system through, for example, deployment of 
Intelligent Transportation Systems, to help improve operations and management of 

transportation systems and vehicle safety.  

The Project sites are located along major transportation corridors with proximate access to the 
Interstate freeway system. The sites selected for the Project facilitates access, acts to reduce 
vehicle miles traveled (VMT), takes advantage of existing infrastructure systems, and promotes 
land use compatibilities through collocation of similar uses. The Project supports the strong 
planning processes emphasized under TEAπ21. The Project is therefore consistent with, and would 
not otherwise interfere with, nor obstruct implementation of TEAπ21. 
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3.2 CALIFORNIA REGULATIONS 

3.2.1 INTEGRATED ENERGY POLICY REPORT (IEPR) 

Senate Bill 1389 (Bowen, Chapter 568, Statutes of 2002) requires the CEC to prepare a biennial 
ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘŜŘ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǎǎŜǎǎŜǎ ƳŀƧƻǊ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ǘǊŜƴŘǎ ŀƴŘ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ ŦŀŎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ 
electricity, natural gas, and transportation fuel sectors and provides policy recommendations to 
conserve resources; protect the environment; ensure reliable, secure, and diverse energy 
ǎǳǇǇƭƛŜǎΤ ŜƴƘŀƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅΤ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ŀƴŘ ǎŀŦŜǘȅ όtǳōƭƛŎ wŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ 
Code § 25301a]). The Energy Commission prepares these assessments and associated policy 
recommendations every two years, with updates in alternate years, as part of the Integrated 
Energy Policy Report. 

The 2019 IEPR was adopted January 31, 2020, and continues to work towards improving 
electricity, natural gas, and transportation fuel energy use in California. The 2019 IEPR focuses 
on a variety of topics such as including the environmental performance of the electricity 
generation system, landscape-scale planning, the response to the gas leak at the Aliso Canyon 
natural gas storage facility, transportation fuel supply reliability issues, updates on Southern 
California electricity reliability, methane leakage, climate adaptation activities for the energy 
sector, climate and sea level rise scenarios, and the California Energy Demand Forecast (24). The 
2020 IEPR Update is currently in progress but is not anticipated to be adopted until February 
2021.  

Electricity would be provided to the Project by SCEΦ {/9Ωǎ /ƭŜŀƴ tƻwer and Electrification Pathway 
(CPEP) white paper builds on existing state programs and policies. As such, the Project is 
consistent with, and would not otherwise interfere with, nor obstruct implementation the goals 
presented in the 2019 IEPR. It should also be noted that based on information provided by the 
Project Applicant, the Project would not require natural gas for operations and no natural gas 
infrastructure would be installed as part of the Project. As such, emissions associated with natural 
gas use were excluded from the analysis and no impacts to natural gas usage would occur.  

3.2.2 STATE OF CALIFORNIA ENERGY PLAN 

The CEC is responsible for preparing the State Energy Plan, which identifies emerging trends 
related to energy supply, demand, conservation, public health and safety, and the maintenance 
of a healthy economy. The Plan calls for the state to assist in the transformation of the 
transportation system to improve air quality, reduce congestion, and increase the efficient use 
of fuel supplies with the least environmental and energy costs. To further this policy, the plan 
identifies several strategies, including assistance to public agencies and fleet operators and 
encouragement of urban designs that reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and accommodate 
pedestrian and bicycle access.  

The Project sites are located along major transportation corridors with proximate access to the 
Interstate freeway system. The sites selected for the Project facilitates access, acts to reduce VMT 
by developing industrial uses on a light industrial park-designated site. The Project therefore is 
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consistent with, and would not otherwise interfere with, nor obstruct implementation of the State 
of California Energy Plan. 

3.2.3 CALIFORNIA CODE TITLE 24, PART 6, ENERGY EFFICIENCY STANDARDS 

/ŀƭƛŦƻǊƴƛŀ /ƻŘŜ ƻŦ wŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ό//wύ ¢ƛǘƭŜ нп tŀǊǘ сΥ /ŀƭƛŦƻǊƴƛŀΩǎ 9ƴŜǊƎȅ 9ŦŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅ {ǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎ ŦƻǊ 
Residential and Nonresidential Buildings, was first adopted in 1978 in response to a legislative 
ƳŀƴŘŀǘŜ ǘƻ ǊŜŘǳŎŜ /ŀƭƛŦƻǊƴƛŀΩǎ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ŎƻƴǎǳƳǇǘƛƻƴΦ  ¢ƘŜ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎ ŀǊŜ ǳǇŘŀǘŜŘ ǇŜǊƛƻŘƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǘƻ 
allow consideration and possible incorporation of new energy efficient technologies and 
methods.  Energy efficient buildings require less electricity; therefore, increased energy efficiency 
reduces fossil fuel consumption and decreases greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions.  The 2019 
version of Title 24 was adopted by the CEC and will become effective on January 1, 2020. The 
2019 Title 24 standards go into effect on January 1, 2020 and are applicable to building permit 
applications submitted on or after that date. The 2019 Title 24 standards require solar PV systems 
for new homes, establish requirements for newly constructed healthcare facilities, encourage 
demand responsive technologies for residential buildings, update indoor and outdoor lighting for 
nonresidential buildings. The CEC anticipates that single-family homes built with the 2019 
standards will use approximately 7% less energy compared to the residential homes built under 
the 2016 standards. Additionally, after implementation of solar PV systems, homes built under 
the 2019 standards will about 53% less energy than homes built under the 2016 standards. 
Nonresidential buildings will use approximately 30% less energy due to lighting upgrades 
compared to the prior code (26).  

The 2019 version of Title 24 was adopted by the California Energy Commission (CEC) and became 
effective on January 1, 2020. It should be noted that the analysis herein assumes compliance with 
the 2019 Title 24 Standards. 

3.2.4 AB 1493 PAVLEY REGULATIONS AND FUEL EFFICIENCY STANDARDS.   

California AB 1493, enacted on July 22, 2002, required ARB to develop and adopt regulations that 
reduce GHGs emitted by passenger vehicles and light duty trucks.  Under this legislation, CARB 
adopted regulations to reduce GHG emissions from non-commercial passenger vehicles (cars and 
light-duty trucks). Although aimed at reducing GHG emissions, specifically, a co-benefit of the 
Pavley standards is an improvement in fuel efficiency and consequently a reduction in fuel 
consumption.  

AB 1493 is not applicable to the Project as it is a statewide measure establishing vehicle emissions 
standards. No feature of the Project would interfere with implementation of the requirements 
under AB 1493.  

3.2.5 CALIFORNIAΩS RENEWABLE PORTFOLIO STANDARD (RPS).   

CƛǊǎǘ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘŜŘ ƛƴ нллн ǳƴŘŜǊ {ŜƴŀǘŜ .ƛƭƭ ό{.ύ млтуΣ /ŀƭƛŦƻǊƴƛŀΩǎ wŜƴŜǿŀōƭŜ tƻǊǘŦƻƭƛƻ {ǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎ 
(RPS) requires retail sellers of electric services to increase procurement from eligible renewable 
resources to 33 percent (%) of total retail sales by 2020 (27).  
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/ŀƭƛŦƻǊƴƛŀΩǎ wŜƴŜǿŀōƭŜ tƻǊǘŦƻƭƛƻ {ǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ tǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŀǎ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŀ ǎǘŀǘŜǿƛŘŜ 
measure that establishes a renewable energy mix. No feature of the Project would interfere with 
implementation of the requirements under RPS. 

3.2.6 {. орлτ /[9!b 9b9wD¸ !b5 th[[¦¢Lhb w95¦/¢Lhb !/¢ hC нлмрΦ   

In October 2015, the legislature approved, and the Governor signed SB 350, which reaffirms 
/ŀƭƛŦƻǊƴƛŀΩǎ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǊŜŘǳŎƛƴƎ ƛǘǎ DID ŜƳƛǎǎƛƻƴǎ and addressing climate change.  Key 
provisions include an increase in the renewables portfolio standard (RPS), higher energy 
efficiency requirements for buildings, initial strategies towards a regional electricity grid, and 
improved infrastructure for electric vehicle charging stations.  Provisions for a 50% reduction in 
the use of petroleum statewide were removed from the Bill because of opposition and concern 
ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǇǊŜǾŜƴǘ ǘƘŜ .ƛƭƭΩǎ ǇŀǎǎŀƎŜΦ  {ǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅΣ {. орл ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜǎ ǘƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǊŜŘǳŎŜ 
statewide GHG emissions:  

¶ Increase the amount of electricity procured from renewable energy sources from 33% to 50% by 
2030, with interim targets of 40% by 2024, and 25% by 2027. 

¶ Double the energy efficiency in existing buildings by 2030.  This target will be achieved through 
the California Public Utility Commission (CPUC), the California Energy Commission (CEC), and local 
publicly owned utilities.  

¶ Reorganize the Independent System Operator (ISO) to develop more regional electrify 
transmission markets and to improve accessibility in these markets, which will facilitate the 
growth of renewable energy markets in the western United States (California Leginfo 2015). 

This measure is not directly applicable to development projects, but the proposed Project would 
use energy from Southern California Edison, which has committed to diversify its portfolio of 
energy sources by increasing energy from wind and solar sources. 
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4 PROJECT ENERGY DEMANDS AND ENERGY EFFICIENCY MEASURES 

4.1 EVALUATION CRITERIA 

In compliance with Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines (1), ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ŀƴŀƭȅȊŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ 
anticipated energy use to determine if the Project would: 

¶ Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 
consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation; or 

¶ Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency 

In addition, Appendix F of the State CEQA Guidelines (28),  states that the means of achieving the 
goal of energy conservation includes the following: 

¶ Decreasing overall per capita energy consumption; 

¶ Decreasing reliance on fossil fuels such as coal, natural gas and oil; and 

¶ Increasing reliance on renewable energy sources. 

4.2 METHODOLOGY 

Information from the California Emissions Estimator ModŜƭϰ (CalEEMod) 2016.3.2 for the IDI 
Rider 2 and 4 High Cube Warehouses and Perris Valley Storm Drain Channel Improvement Project 
Air Quality Impact Analysis (Urban Crossroads, Inc.) (AQIA) (29) was utilized in this analysis, 
detailing Project related construction equipment, transportation energy demands, and facility 
energy demands.  

4.2.1 CALIFORNIA EMISSIONS ESTIMATOR MODEL (CALEEMOD)  

On October 17, 2017, the SCAQMD, in conjunction with the California Air Pollution Control 
Officers Association (CAPCOA) and other California air districts, released the latest version of the 
CalEEMod Version 2016.3.2. The purpose of this model is to calculate construction-source and 
operational-source criteria pollutant (VOCs, NOX, SOX, CO, PM10, and PM2.5) and GHG  emissions 
from direct and indirect sources as well as energy usage. (30). Accordingly, the latest version of 
/ŀƭ99aƻŘ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ tǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ŀƴǘicipated transportation and 
facility energy demands. Output from the annual construction model runs are provided in 
Appendices 4.1 through 4.3 and Appendix 4.4 for annual operational emissions.  

4.2.2 EMISSION FACTORS MODEL  

On August 19, 2019, the EPA approved the 2017 version of the EMissions FACtor model (EMFAC) 
web database for use in State Implementation Plan and transportation conformity analyses. 
EMFAC2017 is a mathematical model that was developed to calculate emission rates, fuel 
consumption, VMT from motor vehicles that operate on highways, freeways, and local roads in 
California and is commonly used by the CARB to project changes in future emissions from on-
road mobile sources (31). This energy study utilizes the different fuel types for each vehicle class 
from the annual EMFAC2017 emission inventory in order to derive the average vehicle fuel 
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economy which is then used to determine the estimated annual fuel consumption associated 
with vehicle usage during Project construction and operational activities. For purposes of 
analysis, the 2020 through 2021 analysis years were utilized to determine the average vehicle 
fuel economy used throughout the duration of the Project. 

4.2.4 LAND USES MODELED IN CALEEMOD 

The PVSD Channel Improvement area is approximately 29.7 acres and proposes improvements 
to the PVSD Channel from an area approximately 100 feet north of Morgan Street to an area 
approximately 120 feet south of Rider Street. The Rider 2 and 4 Warehouse Project is located on 
38.33 acres for Rider 2 and 26.45 acres for Rider 4 with a proposed development of up to 
1,373,449 sf of High-Cube Transload Short-Term Storage Warehouse (without cold storage) use.  

CalEEMod land uses that most closely fit the described Project are reflected in these analyses. 
For purposes of analysis, the following construction and operation scenarios and land uses were 
modeled. 

TABLE 4-1: PROJECT PROPOSED LAND USES 

Land Use Quantity Units 

PVSD Channel Improvements 

Channel 29.7 acres 

Rider 2 and 4 Warehouse 

High-Cube Transload Short-Term Storage 
Warehouse (without Cold Storage) 

1,373.449 1,000 sf 

4.2.5 CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES 

Construction activities associated with the Project will result in emissions of VOCs, NOX, SOX, CO, 
PM10, and PM2.5.  Construction related emissions are expected from the following construction 
activities: 

PVSD CHANNEL IMPROVEMENTS 

¶ PVSD Channel Excavation  

¶ PVSD Channel Construction 

o Detouring Traffic/Street Closure 

o Grubbing/Land Clearing 

o Grading/Excavation/Removing Existing Bridge 

o Bridge Construction 

o Drainage/Utilities/Sub-Grade 

o Paving 
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RIDER 2 AND 4 WAREHOUSE CONSTRUCTION 

¶ Site Preparation 

¶ Grading  

¶ Building Construction 

¶ Paving  

¶ Architectural Coating  

4.2.6 CONSTRUCTION DURATION 

The construction schedule utilized in the analysis, shown in Table 4-2 and 4-3, represents a 
άǿƻǊǎǘ-ŎŀǎŜέ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ǎŎŜƴŀǊƛƻ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŎŎǳǊ ŀƴȅ ǘƛƳŜ ŀŦǘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜ ŘŀǘŜǎ 
since emission factors for construction decrease as time passes and the analysis year increases 
due to emission regulations becoming more stringent.2 The duration of construction activity and 
associated equipment represents a reasonable approximation of the expected construction fleet 
as required per CEQA Guidelines. The duration of construction activity was based on information 
provided by the Project Applicant and the opening year.   

 

 
TABLE 4-2: CONSTRUCTION DURATION ς ONE STAGE BRIDGE CONSTRUCTION 

Phase Name Start Date End Date Days 

PVSD Channel Improvements ς PVSD Channel Excavation 

Excavation/Grading 10/05/2020 11/30/2020 41 

PVSD Channel Improvements ς Channel Construction 

Detouring Traffic/Street Closure 12/01/2020 12/07/2020 5 

Grubbing/Land Clearing 12/08/2020 12/19/2020 9 

Grading/Excavation/ 
Removing Existing Bridge 

12/20/2020 02/14/2021 40 

Bridge Construction 02/15/2021 11/05/2021 190 

Drainage/Utilities/Sub-Grade 07/30/2021 09/16/2021 35 

Paving 08/26/2021 09/16/2021 16 

Rider 2 and 4 Warehouse Construction  

Site Preparation 12/01/2020 12/28/2020 20 

Grading 12/29/2020 02/22/2021 40 

Building Construction 02/23/2021 09/27/2021 155 

Paving 09/28/2021 12/27/2021 65 

Architectural Coating 11/02/2021 12/27/2021 40 

 
2 !ǎ ǎƘƻǿƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ /ŀƭ99aƻŘ ¦ǎŜǊΩǎ DǳƛŘŜ ±ŜǊǎƛƻƴ нлм6.3.2, Section 4.3 άhCCwh!5 9ǉǳƛǇƳŜƴǘέ as the analysis year increases, emission factors 

for the same equipment pieces decrease due to the natural turnover of older equipment being replaced by newer less polluting equipment 
and new regulatory requirements. 
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TABLE 4-3: CONSTRUCTION DURATION ς TWO STAGE BRIDGE CONSTRUCTION 

Phase Name Start Date End Date Days 

PVSD Channel Improvements ς PVSD Channel Excavation 

Excavation/Grading 10/05/2020 11/30/2020 41 

PVSD Channel Improvements ς Channel Construction 

Implementing Traffic Controls 12/01/2020 12/07/2020 5 

Grubbing/Land Clearing 12/08/2020 12/21/2020 10 

Stage 1: Grading/Excavation/Removing 
Existing Bridge 

12/22/2020 2/01/2021 30 

Stage 1: Bridge Construction 02/15/2021 07/15/2021 109 

Implementing Traffic Controls  
(Shifting Traffic) 

07/16/2021 07/21/2021 4 

Stage 2: Grading/Excavation/Removing 
Existing Bridge 

07/22/2021 09/01/2021 30 

Stage 2: Bridge Construction 09/02/2021 03/12/2022 137 

Drainage/Utilities/Sub-Grade 03/13/2022 04/12/2022 22 

Paving 04/12/2022 05/02/2022 15 

Rider 2 and 4 Warehouse Construction  

Site Preparation 12/01/2020 12/28/2020 20 

Grading 12/29/2020 02/22/2021 40 

Building Construction 02/23/2021 09/27/2021 155 

Paving 09/28/2021 12/27/2021 65 

Architectural Coating 11/02/2021 12/27/2021 40 

3.4.6 CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT 

Site specific construction fleet may vary due to specific project needs at the time of construction. 
The associated construction equipment was based on CalEEMod defaults and information 
provided by the Project Applicant . A detailed summary of construction equipment assumptions 
by phase is provided at Tables 4-4 and 4-5. Please refer to specific detailed modeling 
inputs/outputs contained in Appendices 4.1 through 4.3 of this energy study.   
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TABLE 4-4: ONE STAGE BRIDGE CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT ASSUMPTIONS (1 OF 2) 

Activity Equipment Amount Hours Per Day 

PVSD Channel Improvements ςChannel Excavation 

Excavation Scrapers 5 8 

PVSD Channel Improvements ς Channel Construction  

Detouring Traffic/Street 
Closure 

Signal Boards 2 8 

Grubbing/Land Clearing 

Crawler Tractors 1 8 

Excavators 1 8 

Hauling Trucks 1 8 

Grading/Excavation/ 
Removing Existing Bridge 

Crawler Tractors 2 8 

Excavators 2 8 

Demolition Equipment 1 8 

Hauling Trucks 2 8 

PVSD Channel Improvements ς Channel Construction  

Bridge Construction 

Drill Rig 1 8 

Cranes 1 8 

Excavators 1 8 

Compactors 1 8 

Concrete Paving Machine 1 8 

Drainage/Utilities/ 
Sub-Grade 

Crawler Tractors 2 8 

Scrapers 2 8 

Paving 

Pavers 1 8 

Paving Equipment 1 8 

Rollers 1 8 

Signal Boards 1 8 

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8 

Rider 2 and 4 Warehouse Construction 

Site Preparation 
Crawler Tractors  4 8 

Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8 

Grading 

Crawler Tractors  2 8 

Excavators 2 8 

Graders 1 8 

Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8 

Scrapers 2 8 

       
. 
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TABLE 4-4: ONE STAGE BRIDGE CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT ASSUMPTIONS (2 OF 2) 

Activity Equipment Amount Hours Per Day 

Rider 2 and 4 Warehouse Construction 

Building Construction 

Cranes 1 8 

Crawler Tractors  3 8 

Forklifts 3 8 

Generator Sets 1 8 

Welders 1 8 

Paving 

Pavers 2 8 

Paving Equipment 2 8 

Rollers 2 8 

Architectural Coating Air Compressors 1 8 

      Source: In order to account for fugitive dust emissions associated with Site Preparation and Grading activities, Crawler Tractors were used  
     in lieu of Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes. 

TABLE 4-5: TWO STAGE BRIDGE CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT ASSUMPTIONS (1 OF 2) 

Activity Equipment Amount Hours Per Day 

PVSD Channel Improvements ςChannel Excavation 

Excavation Scrapers 5 8 

PVSD Channel Improvements ς Channel Construction  

Implementing Traffic 
Controls 

Signal Boards 2 8 

Grubbing/Land Clearing 

Crawler Tractors 1 8 

Excavators 1 8 

Hauling Trucks 1 8 

Stage 1: 
Grading/Excavation/ 
Removing Existing Bridge 

Crawler Tractors 1 8 

Excavators 2 8 

Demolition Equipment 1 8 

Hauling Trucks 2 8 

Stage 1: Bridge 
Construction 

Drill Rig 1 8 

Cranes 1 8 

Excavators 1 8 

Compactors 1 8 

Concrete Paving Machine 1 8 

Implementing Traffic 
Controls (Shifting Traffic) 

Signal Boards 2 8 
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 TABLE 4-5: TWO STAGE BRIDGE CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT ASSUMPTIONS (2 OF 2) 

Activity Equipment Amount Hours Per Day 

PVSD Channel Improvements ς Channel Construction  

Stage 2: 
Grading/Excavation/ 
Removing Existing Bridge 

Crawler Tractors 1 8 

Excavators 2 8 

Demolition Equipment 1 8 

Hauling Trucks 2 8 

Stage 2: Bridge 
Construction 

Drill Rig 1 8 

Cranes 1 8 

Excavators 1 8 

Compactors 1 8 

Concrete Paving Machine 1 8 

Drainage/Utilities/ 
Sub-Grade 

Crawler Tractors 2 8 

Scrapers 2 8 

Paving 

Pavers 1 8 

Paving Equipment 1 8 

Rollers 1 8 

Signal Boards 1 8 

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 8 

Rider 2 and 4 Warehouse Construction 

Site Preparation 
Crawler Tractors  4 8 

Rubber Tired Dozers 3 8 

Grading 

Crawler Tractors  2 8 

Excavators 2 8 

Graders 1 8 

Rubber Tired Dozers 1 8 

Scrapers 2 8 

Building Construction 

Cranes 1 8 

Crawler Tractors  3 8 

Forklifts 3 8 

Generator Sets 1 8 

Welders 1 8 

Paving 

Pavers 2 8 

Paving Equipment 2 8 

Rollers 2 8 

Architectural Coating Air Compressors 1 8 
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4.3 CONSTRUCTION ENERGY DEMANDS 

4.3.1 CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT ELECTRICITY USAGE ESTIMATES 

The focus within this section is the energy implications of the construction process, specifically 
the power cost from on-site electricity consumption during construction of the proposed Project. 
Based on the 2017 National Construction Estimator, Richard Pray (2017) (32), the typical power 
cost per 1,000 square feet of construction per month is estimated to be $2.32. For the IDI Rider 
2 and 4 High Cube Warehouses and PVSD Channel Improvement Project development, the 
Project plans to develop 1,373,449 sf of High-Cube Transload Short-Term Storage Warehouse 
(without cold storage) use on 64.78 acres and includes the development and subsequent 
operations and maintenance of improvements to the 29.70 acres PVSD Channel. Based on 
information provided in the AQIA, construction activities are anticipated to occur over the course 
of 14 months (11 months for PVSD Channel Improvement and 12 months for Rider 2 and 4 
Warehouse Construction) (29). Based on Table 4-6, the total power cost of the on-site electricity 
usage during the construction of the Project is estimated to be approximately $111,577.26 (one 
stage bridge construction) and $135,588.93 (two stage bridge construction).  

The {/9Ωǎ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ǊŀǘŜ ǎŎƘŜŘǳƭŜ were used to determine the ProjectΩǎ ŜƭŜŎǘǊƛŎŀƭ ǳǎŀƎŜΦ !ǎ 
ƻŦ WŀƴǳŀǊȅ мΣ нлнлΣ {/9Ωǎ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ ǊŀǘŜ ƛǎ $0.08 per kilowatt hours (kWh) of electricity for 
industrial services (33). As shown on Table 4-7, the total electricity usage from on-site Project 
construction related activities is estimated to be approximately 1,394,716 kWh (one stage bridge 
construction) and 1,694,862 kWh (two stage bridge construction). 

TABLE 4-6: ONE STAGE BRIDGE CONSTRUCTION POWER COST 

Land Use 

Power Cost 
(per 1,000 SF of 
construction per 

month) 

Size 
(1,000 SF) 

Construction 
Duration 
(months) 

Project 
Construction 
Power Cost 

PVSD Channel Improvements $2.32 1,293.732 14 $33,016.04 

Rider 2 and 4 Warehouse  $2.32 2,821.817 14 $78,561.22 

CONSTRUCTION POWER COST  $111,577.26 

TABLE 4-7: TWO STAGE BRIDGE CONSTRUCTION POWER COST 

Land Use 

Power Cost 
(per 1,000 SF of 
construction per 

month) 

Size 
(1,000 SF) 

Construction 
Duration 
(months) 

Project 
Construction 
Power Cost 

PVSD Channel Improvements $2.32 1,293.732 19 $57,027.71 

Rider 2 and 4 Warehouse  $2.32 2,821.883 12 $78,561.22 

CONSTRUCTION POWER COST  $135,588.93 
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TABLE 4-8: ONE STAGE BRIDGE CONSTRUCTION ELECTRICITY USAGE 

Land Use Cost per kWh 
Project Construction 

Electricity Usage (kWh) 

PVSD Channel Improvements $0.08 412,701 

Rider 2 and 4 Warehouse  $0.08 982,015 

CONSTRUCTION ELECTRICTY USAGE (kWh) 1,394,716 

TABLE 4-9: TWO STAGE BRIDGE CONSTRUCTION ELECTRICITY USAGE 

Land Use Cost per kWh 
Project Construction 

Electricity Usage (kWh) 

PVSD Channel Improvements $0.08 712,846 

Rider 2 and 4 Warehouse  $0.08 982,015 

CONSTRUCTION ELECTRICTY USAGE (kWh) 1,694,862 

4.3.2 CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT FUEL ESTIMATES 

Fuel consumed by construction equipment would be the primary energy resource expended over 
the course of Project construction. Project construction activity timeline estimates, construction 
equipment schedules, equipment power ratings, load factors, and associated fuel consumption 
estimates are presented in Tables 4-10 and 4-11Φ 9ƛƎƘǘπƘƻǳǊ Řŀƛƭȅ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ŀƭƭ equipment is 
assumed. The aggregate fuel consumption rate for all equipment is estimated at 18.5 horsepower 
hour per Ǝŀƭƭƻƴ όƘǇπƘǊπƎŀƭΦύΣ ƻōǘŀƛƴŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ /!w. нлму 9Ƴƛǎǎƛƻƴǎ CŀŎǘƻǊǎ ¢ŀōƭŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƛǘŜŘ ŦǳŜƭ 
ŎƻƴǎǳƳǇǘƛƻƴ ǊŀǘŜ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘ ƛƴ ¢ŀōƭŜ 5πнп ƻŦ ǘƘe Moyer guidelines (34). For the purposes 
ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎΣ ǘƘŜ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ŀƭƭ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ŜǉǳƛǇƳŜƴǘ ōŜƛƴƎ ŘƛŜǎŜƭπǇƻǿŜǊŜŘ 
which is standard practice consistent with industry standards. Diesel fuel would be supplied by 
existing commercial fuel providers serving the City and region. 

As presented in Tables пπ10 and 4-11, Project construction activities would consume an 
estimated 122,511 gallons of diesel fuel for the one stage bridge construction scenario and 
130,265 gallons of diesel fuel for the two stage bridge construction scenario. Project construction 
ǿƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ŀ άǎƛƴƎƭŜπŜǾŜƴǘέ ŘƛŜǎŜƭ ŦǳŜƭ ŘŜƳŀƴŘ ŀƴŘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜ ƻƴπƎƻƛƴƎ ƻǊ 
permanent commitment of diesel fuel resources for this purpose.  
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TABLE 4-10: ONE STAGE BRIDGE CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT FUEL CONSUMPTION ESTIMATES (1 OF 2) 

Construction Activity 
Duration 
(Days) 

Equipment HP Rating Quantity 
Usage 
Hours 

Load Factor 
HP-

hrs/day 
Total Fuel 

Consumptio
n PVSD Channel Improvements ς PVSD Channel Excavation 

Excavation/Grading 41 Scrapers 367 5 8 0.48 7,046 15,616 

PVSD Channel Improvements ς PVSD Channel Construction 

Detouring Traffic/Street 
Closure 

5 Signal Boards 6 2 8 0.82 79 21 

Grubbing/Land Clearing 9 

Crawler Tractors 212 1 8 0.43 729 355 

Excavators 158 1 8 0.38 480 234 

Off-Highway Trucks 402 2 8 0.38 2,444 1,189 

Grading/Excavation/ 
Removing Existing Bridge 

40 

Crawler Tractors 212 2 8 0.43 1,459 3,154 

Excavators 158 2 8 0.38 961 2,077 

Off-Highway Trucks 402 2 8 0.38 2,444 5,285 

Other Construction 
Equipment 

172 1 8 0.42 578 1,250 

Bridge Construction 190 

Bore/Drill Rigs 221 1 8 0.50 884 9,079 

Cranes 231 1 8 0.29 536 5,504 

Excavators 158 1 8 0.38 480 4,933 

Paving Equipment 132 1 8 0.36 380 3,904 

Plate Compactors 8 1 8 0.43 28 283 

Drainage/Utilities/Sub-
Grade 

35 
Crawler Tractors 212 2 8 0.43 1,459 2,759 

Scrapers 367 2 8 0.48 2,819 5,332 

Paving 16 

Pavers 130 1 8 0.42 437 378 

Paving Equipment 132 1 8 0.36 380 329 

Rollers 80 1 8 0.38 243 210 

Signal Boards 6 1 8 0.82 39 34 

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 97 2 8 0.37 574 497 

CONSTRUCTION FUEL DEMAND (GALLONS DIESEL FUEL) 238,518 
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Construction 
Activity 

Duration 
(Days) 

Equipment HP Rating Quantity Usage Hours Load Factor 
HP-

hrs/day 
Total Fuel 

Consumption 

Demolition 122 

Excavators 158 8 8 0.38 3,843 25,340 

Forklifts 89 1 8 0.20 142 939 

Other Construction 
Equipment 

172 2 8 0.42 1,156 7,622 

Rubber Tired Dozers 247 2 8 0.40 1,581 10,425 

Skid Steer Loaders 65 3 8 0.37 577 3,806 

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 97 1 8 0.37 287 1,893 

Crushing/Pulverizing 60 Generator Sets 1,050 2 8 0.74 12,432 40,320 

Site Preparation 105 
Rubber Tired Dozers 247 3 8 0.40 2,371 13,458 

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 97 4 8 0.37 1,148 6,518 

Grading 240 

Excavators 158 2 8 0.38 961 12,826 

Graders 187 1 8 0.41 613 8,189 

Rubber Tired Dozers 247 1 8 0.40 790 10,553 

Scrapers 367 2 8 0.48 2,819 37,632 

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 97 2 8 0.37 574 7,667 

Building 
Construction 

213 

Cranes 231 1 8 0.29 536 6,228 

Forklifts 89 3 8 0.20 427 4,965 

Generator Sets 84 1 8 0.74 497 5,779 

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 97 3 8 0.37 861 10,010 

Welders 46 1 8 0.45 166 1,925 

Paving 181 

Pavers 130 2 8 0.42 874 8,311 

Paving Equipment 132 2 8 0.36 760 7,233 

Rollers 80 2 8 0.38 486 4,627 

Architectural 
Coating 

144 Air Compressors 78 1 8 0.48 300 2,250 

CONSTRUCTION FUEL DEMAND (GALLONS DIESEL FUEL) 238,518 
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 TABLE 4-10: ONE STAGE BRIDGE CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT FUEL CONSUMPTION ESTIMATES (2 OF 2) 

Construction Activity 
Duration 
(Days) 

Equipment HP Rating Quantity 
Usage 
Hours 

Load Factor 
HP-

hrs/day 
Total Fuel 

Consumptio
n Rider 2 and 4 Warehouse Construction 

Site Preparation 20 
Crawler Tractors 212 4 8 0.43 2,917 3,154 

Rubber Tired Dozers 247 3 8 0.40 2,371 2,563 

Grading  40 

Crawler Tractors 212 2 8 0.43 1,459 3,154 

Excavators 158 2 8 0.38 961 2,077 

Graders 187 1 8 0.41 613 1,326 

Rubber Tired Dozers 247 1 8 0.40 790 1,709 

Scrapers 367 2 8 0.48 2,819 6,094 

Building Construction 155 

Cranes 231 1 8 0.29 536 4,490 

Crawler Tractors 212 3 8 0.43 2,188 18,331 

Forklifts 89 3 8 0.20 427 3,579 

Generator Sets 84 1 8 0.74 497 4,166 

Welders 46 1 8 0.45 166 1,387 

Paving 65 

Pavers 130 2 8 0.42 874 3,069 

Paving Equipment 132 2 8 0.36 760 2,671 

Rollers 80 2 8 0.38 486 1,709 

Architectural Coating 40 Air Compressors  78 1 8 0.48 300 648 

CONSTRUCTION FUEL DEMAND (GALLONS DIESEL FUEL) 122,511 

Construction 
Activity 

Duration 
(Days) 

Equipment HP Rating Quantity Usage Hours Load Factor 
HP-

hrs/day 
Total Fuel 

Consumption 

Demolition 122 

Excavators 158 8 8 0.38 3,843 25,340 

Forklifts 89 1 8 0.20 142 939 

Other Construction 
Equipment 

172 2 8 0.42 1,156 7,622 

Rubber Tired Dozers 247 2 8 0.40 1,581 10,425 

Skid Steer Loaders 65 3 8 0.37 577 3,806 

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 97 1 8 0.37 287 1,893 
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Crushing/Pulverizing 60 Generator Sets 1,050 2 8 0.74 12,432 40,320 

Site Preparation 105 
Rubber Tired Dozers 247 3 8 0.40 2,371 13,458 

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 97 4 8 0.37 1,148 6,518 

Grading 240 

Excavators 158 2 8 0.38 961 12,826 

Graders 187 1 8 0.41 613 8,189 

Rubber Tired Dozers 247 1 8 0.40 790 10,553 

Scrapers 367 2 8 0.48 2,819 37,632 

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 97 2 8 0.37 574 7,667 

Building 
Construction 

213 

Cranes 231 1 8 0.29 536 6,228 

Forklifts 89 3 8 0.20 427 4,965 

Generator Sets 84 1 8 0.74 497 5,779 

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 97 3 8 0.37 861 10,010 

Welders 46 1 8 0.45 166 1,925 

Paving 181 

Pavers 130 2 8 0.42 874 8,311 

Paving Equipment 132 2 8 0.36 760 7,233 

Rollers 80 2 8 0.38 486 4,627 

Architectural 
Coating 

144 Air Compressors 78 1 8 0.48 300 2,250 

CONSTRUCTION FUEL DEMAND (GALLONS DIESEL FUEL) 238,518 
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TABLE 4-11: TWO STAGE BRIDGE CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT FUEL CONSUMPTION ESTIMATES (1 OF 3) 

Construction Activity 
Duration 
(Days) 

Equipment HP Rating Quantity 
Usage 
Hours 

Load Factor 
HP-

hrs/day 
Total Fuel 

Consumptio
n PVSD Channel Improvements ς PVSD Channel Excavation 

Excavation/Grading 41 Scrapers 367 5 8 0.48 7,046 15,616 

PVSD Channel Improvements ς PVSD Channel Construction 

Implementing Traffic 
Controls 

5 Signal Boards 6 2 8 0.82 79 21 

Grubbing/Land Clearing 10 

Crawler Tractors 212 1 8 0.43 729 394 

Excavators 158 1 8 0.38 480 260 

Off-Highway Trucks 402 1 8 0.38 1,222 661 

Stage 1: 
Grading/Excavation/ 
Removing Existing Bridge 

30 

Crawler Tractors 212 1 8 0.43 729 1,183 

Excavators 158 2 8 0.38 961 1,558 

Off-Highway Trucks 402 2 8 0.38 2,444 3,964 

Other Construction 
Equipment 

172 1 8 0.42 578 937 

Stage 1:  
Bridge Construction 

109 

Bore/Drill Rigs 221 1 8 0.50 884 5,208 

Cranes 231 1 8 0.29 536 3,158 

Excavators 158 1 8 0.38 480 2,830 

Pavers 130 1 8 0.42 437 2,574 

Plate Compactors 8 1 8 0.43 28 162 

Implementing Traffic 
Controls (Shifting Traffic) 

4 Signal Boards 6 2 8 0.82 79 17 

Stage 2: 
Grading/Excavation/ 
Removing Existing Bridge 

30 

Crawler Tractors 212 1 8 0.43 729 1,183 

Excavators 158 2 8 0.38 961 1,558 

Off-Highway Trucks 402 2 8 0.38 2,444 3,964 

Other Construction 
Equipment 

172 1 8 0.42 578 937 
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TABLE 4-11: TWO STAGE BRIDGE CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT FUEL CONSUMPTION ESTIMATES (2 OF 3) 

Construction Activity 
Duration 
(Days) 

Equipment HP Rating Quantity 
Usage 
Hours 

Load Factor 
HP-

hrs/day 
Total Fuel 

Consumptio
n PVSD Channel Improvements ς PVSD Channel Construction 

Stage 2:  
Bridge Construction 

137 

Bore/Drill Rigs 221 1 8 0.50 884 6,546 

Cranes 231 1 8 0.29 536 3,969 

Excavators 158 1 8 0.38 480 3,557 

Pavers 130 1 8 0.42 437 3,235 

Plate Compactors 8 1 8 0.43 28 204 

Drainage/Utilities/Sub-
Grade 

22 
Crawler Tractors 212 2 8 0.43 1,459 1,735 

Scrapers 367 2 8 0.48 2,819 3,352 

Paving 15 

Pavers 130 1 8 0.42 437 354 

Paving Equipment 132 1 8 0.36 380 308 

Rollers 80 1 8 0.38 243 197 

Signal Boards 6 1 8 0.82 39 32 

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 97 2 8 0.37 574 466 

Rider 2 and 4 Warehouse Construction 

Site Preparation 20 
Crawler Tractors 212 4 8 0.43 2,917 3,154 

Rubber Tired Dozers 247 3 8 0.40 2,371 2,563 

Grading  40 

Crawler Tractors 212 2 8 0.43 1,459 3,154 

Excavators 158 2 8 0.38 961 2,077 

Graders 187 1 8 0.41 613 1,326 

Rubber Tired Dozers 247 1 8 0.40 790 1,709 

Scrapers 367 2 8 0.48 2,819 6,094 
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TABLE 4-11: TWO STAGE BRIDGE CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT FUEL CONSUMPTION ESTIMATES (3 OF 3) 

Construction Activity 
Duration 
(Days) 

Equipment HP Rating Quantity 
Usage 
Hours 

Load Factor 
HP-

hrs/day 
Total Fuel 

Consumptio
n Rider 2 and 4 Warehouse Construction 

Building Construction 155 

Cranes 231 1 8 0.29 536 4,490 

Crawler Tractors 212 3 8 0.43 2,188 18,331 

Forklifts 89 3 8 0.20 427 3,579 

Generator Sets 84 1 8 0.74 497 4,166 

Welders 46 1 8 0.45 166 1,387 

Paving 65 

Pavers 130 2 8 0.42 874 3,069 

Paving Equipment 132 2 8 0.36 760 2,671 

Rollers 80 2 8 0.38 486 1,709 

Architectural Coating 40 Air Compressors  78 1 8 0.48 300 648 

CONSTRUCTION FUEL DEMAND (GALLONS DIESEL FUEL) 130,265 
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4.3.3 CONSTRUCTION WORKER FUEL ESTIMATES 

With respect to estimated VMT for the Project, the construction worker trips would generate an 
estimated 2,475,612 VMT (one stage bridge construction) and 4,885,486 VMT (two stage bridge 
construction) (29). Based on CalEEMod methodology, it is assumed that 50% of all vendor trips 
are from light-duty-auto vehicles (LDA), 25% are from light-duty-trucks (LDT13), and 25% are from 
light-duty-trucks (LDT24). Data regarding Project related construction worker trips were based on 
CalEEMod defaults utilized within the AQIA. 

Vehicle fuel efficiencies for LDA, LDT1, and LDT2 were estimated using information generated 
within the 2017 version of the EMFAC developed by CARB. EMFAC2017 is a mathematical model 
that was developed to calculate emission rates, fuel consumption, and VMT from motor vehicles 
that operate on highways, freeways, and local roads in California and is commonly used by the 
CARB to project changes in future emissions from on-road mobile sources (31). EMFAC2017 was 
run for the LDA, LDT1, and LDT2  vehicle class within the California sub-area for the 2020 and 
2021 calendar year. Data from EMFAC2017 is shown in Appendix 4.4. 

As generated by EMFAC2017, an aggregated fuel economy of LDAs ranging from model year 1974 
to model years 2020 and 2021 are estimated to have fuel efficiencies of 31.03 miles per gallon 
(mpg) and 31.83 mpg, respectively. Tables пπ12 and 4-13 provides an estimated annual fuel 
consumption resulting from Project-related construction worker trips. Based on Tables 4-12 and 
4-13, it is estimated that 38,847 gallons of fuel (one stage bridge construction) and 76,695 gallons 
of fuel (two stage bridge construction) will be consumed related to construction worker trips 
during full construction of the Project.  

 
3 Vehicles under the LDT1 category have a gross vehicle weight rating (GVWR) of less than 6,000 lbs. and equivalent test weight (ETW) of less 
than or equal to 3,750 lbs.  
4 Vehicles under the LDT2 category have a GVWR of less than 6,000 lbs. and ETW between 3,751 lbs. and 5,750 lbs.  



IDI Rider 2 and 4 High Cube Warehouses and Perris Valley Storm Drain Channel Improvement Project Energy Analysis 

11558-09 EA Report 

40 

TABLE 4-12: ONE STAGE BRIDGE CONSTRUCTION WORKER FUEL CONSUMPTION ESTIMATES (LDA) 

Construction Activity 
Duration 
(Days) 

Worker 
Trips / Day  

Trip 
Length 
(miles) 

VMT 
Average Vehicle 
Fuel Economy 

(mpg) 

Estimated Fuel 
Consumption 

(gallons) 

2020 

PVSD Channel Improvements ς PVSD Channel Excavation 

Excavation/Grading 41 10 14.7 6,027 31.03 194 

PVSD Channel Improvements ς PVSD Channel Construction 

Detouring Traffic/ 
Street Closure 

5 3 14.7 221 31.03 7 

Grubbing/Land Clearing 9 5 14.7 662 31.03 21 

Grading/Excavation/ 
Removing Existing Bridge 

9 9 14.7 1,191 31.03 38 

Rider 2 and 4 Warehouse Construction 

Site Preparation 20 9 14.7 2,646 31.03 85 

Grading  3 10 14.7 441 31.03 14 

2021 

PVSD Channel Improvements ς PVSD Channel Construction 

Grading/Excavation/ 
Removing Existing Bridge 

31 9 14.7 4,101 31.83 129 

Bridge Construction 190 272 14.7 759,696 31.83 23,867 

Drainage/Utilities/ 
Sub-Grade 

35 5 14.7 2,573 31.83 81 

Paving 16 8 14.7 1,882 31.83 59 

Rider 2 and 4 Warehouse Construction 

Grading  16 10 14.7 2,352 31.83 74 

Building Construction 37 593 14.7 322,533 31.83 10,133 

Paving 155 8 14.7 18,228 31.83 573 

Architectural Coating 65 119 14.7 113,705 31.83 3,572 

PROJECT CONSTRUCTION WORKER (LDA) FUEL CONSUMPTION 38,847 
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TABLE 4-13: TWO STAGE BRIDGE CONSTRUCTION WORKER FUEL CONSUMPTION ESTIMATES (LDA) 

Construction Activity 
Duration 
(Days) 

Worker 
Trips / Day  

Trip 
Length 
(miles) 

VMT 
Average Vehicle 
Fuel Economy 

(mpg) 

Estimated Fuel 
Consumption 

(gallons) 

2020 

PVSD Channel Improvements ς PVSD Channel Excavation 

Excavation/Grading 41 10 14.7 6,027 31.03 194 

PVSD Channel Improvements ς PVSD Channel Construction 

Implementing Traffic 
Controls 

5 3 14.7 221 31.03 7 

Grubbing/Land Clearing 10 4 14.7 588 31.03 19 

Stage 1: 
Grading/Excavation/ 
Removing Existing Bridge 

30 8 14.7 3,528 31.03 114 

Rider 2 and 4 Warehouse Construction 

Site Preparation 20 9 14.7 2,646 31.03 85 

Grading  3 10 14.7 441 31.03 14 

2021 

PVSD Channel Improvements ς PVSD Channel Construction 

Stage 1: 
Grading/Excavation/ 
Removing Existing Bridge 

22 8 14.7 2,587 31.83 81 

Stage 1: Bridge 
Construction 

109 272 14.7 435,826 31.83 13,692 

Implementing Traffic 
Controls (Shifting Traffic) 

4 3 14.7 176 31.83 6 

Stage 2: 
Grading/Excavation/ 
Removing Existing Bridge 

30 8 14.7 3,528 31.83 111 

Stage 2: Bridge 
Construction 

137 272 14.7 547,781 31.83 17,209 

Drainage/Utilities/Sub-
Grade 

22 5 14.7 1,617 31.83 51 

Paving 15 8 14.7 1,764 31.83 55 

Rider 2 and 4 Warehouse Construction 

Grading  37 10 14.7 5,439 31.83 171 

Building Construction 155 593 14.7 1,351,1
51 

31.83 42,448 

Paving 65 8 14.7 7,644 31.83 240 

Architectural Coating 40 119 14.7 69,972 31.83 2,198 

PROJECT CONSTRUCTION WORKER (LDA) FUEL CONSUMPTION 76,695 
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The EMFAC2017 aggregated fuel economy of LDT1s ranging from model year 1974 to model years 
2020 and 2021 are estimated to have fuel efficiencies of 26.10 mpg and 26.78 mpg, respectively. 
Tables пπ14 and 4-15 provides an estimated annual fuel consumption resulting from LDT1s 
related to the Project construction worker trips. Based on Tables 4-14 and 4-15, it is estimated 
that 23,149 gallons of fuel (one stage bridge construction) and 45,656 gallons of fuel (two stage 
bridge construction) will be consumed related to construction worker trips during full 
construction of the Project.  

TABLE 4-14: ONE STAGE BRIDGE CONSTRUCTION WORKER FUEL CONSUMPTION ESTIMATES (LDT1) 

Construction Activity 
Duration 
(Days) 

Worker 
Trips / Day  

Trip 
Length 
(miles) 

VMT 
Average Vehicle 
Fuel Economy 

(mpg) 

Estimated Fuel 
Consumption 

(gallons) 

2020 

PVSD Channel Improvements ς PVSD Channel Excavation 

Excavation/Grading 41 5 14.7 3,014 26.10 115 

PVSD Channel Improvements ς PVSD Channel Construction 

Detouring Traffic/Street 
Closure 

5 2 14.7 147 26.10 6 

Grubbing/Land Clearing 9 3 14.7 397 26.10 15 

Grading/Excavation/ 
Removing Existing Bridge 

9 5 14.7 662 26.10 25 

Rider 2 and 4 Warehouse Construction 

Site Preparation 20 5 14.7 1,470 26.10 56 

Grading  3 5 14.7 221 26.10 8 

2021 

PVSD Channel Improvements ς PVSD Channel Construction 

Grading/Excavation/ 
Removing Existing Bridge 

31 5 14.7 2,279 26.78 85 

Bridge Construction 190 136 14.7 379,848 26.78 14,186 

Drainage/Utilities/Sub-
Grade 

35 3 14.7 1,544 26.78 58 

Paving 16 4 14.7 941 26.78 35 

Rider 2 and 4 Warehouse Construction 

Grading  16 5 14.7 1,176 26.78 44 

Building Construction 37 297 14.7 161,538 26.78 6,033 

Paving 155 4 14.7 9,114 26.78 340 

Architectural Coating 65 60 14.7 57,330 26.78 2,141 

PROJECT CONSTRUCTION WORKER (LDT1) FUEL CONSUMPTION 23,149 
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TABLE 4-15: TWO STAGE BRIDGE CONSTRUCTION WORKER FUEL CONSUMPTION ESTIMATES (LDT1) 

Construction Activity 
Duration 
(Days) 

Worker 
Trips / Day  

Trip 
Length 
(miles) 

VMT 
Average Vehicle 
Fuel Economy 

(mpg) 

Estimated Fuel 
Consumption 

(gallons) 

2020 

PVSD Channel Improvements ς PVSD Channel Excavation 

Excavation/Grading 41 5 14.7 3,014 26.10 115 

PVSD Channel Improvements ς PVSD Channel Construction 

Implementing Traffic 
Controls 

5 2 14.7 147 26.10 6 

Grubbing/Land Clearing 10 2 14.7 294 26.10 11 

Stage 1: 
Grading/Excavation/ 
Removing Existing Bridge 

30 4 14.7 1,764 26.10 68 

Rider 2 and 4 Warehouse Construction 

Site Preparation 20 5 14.7 1,470 26.10 56 

Grading  3 5 14.7 221 26.10 8 

2021 

PVSD Channel Improvements ς PVSD Channel Construction 

Stage 1: 
Grading/Excavation/ 
Removing Existing Bridge 

22 4 14.7 1,294 26.78 48 

Stage 1: Bridge 
Construction 

109 136 14.7 217,913 26.78 8,139 

Implementing Traffic 
Controls (Shifting Traffic) 

4 2 14.7 118 26.78 4 

Stage 2: 
Grading/Excavation/ 
Removing Existing Bridge 

30 4 14.7 1,764 26.78 66 

Stage 2: Bridge 
Construction 

137 136 14.7 273,890 26.78 10,229 

Drainage/Utilities/ 
Sub-Grade 

22 3 14.7 970 26.78 36 

Paving 15 4 14.7 882 26.78 33 

Rider 2 and 4 Warehouse Construction 

Grading  37 5 14.7 2,720 26.78 102 

Building Construction 155 297 14.7 676,715 26.78 25,274 

Paving 65 4 14.7 3,822 26.78 143 

Architectural Coating 40 60 14.7 35,280 26.78 1,318 

PROJECT CONSTRUCTION WORKER (LDT1) FUEL CONSUMPTION 45,656 
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The EMFAC2017 aggregated fuel economy of LDT2s ranging from model year 1974 to model years 
2020 and 2021 are estimated to have fuel efficiencies of 24.25 mpg and 25.09 mpg, respectively. 
Tables пπ16 and 4-17 provides an estimated annual fuel consumption resulting from LDT2s 
related to the Project construction worker trips. Based on Tables 4-16 and 4-17, it is estimated 
that 24,708 gallons of fuel (one stage bridge construction) and 48,729 gallons of fuel (two stage 
bridge construction) will be consumed related to construction worker trips during full 
construction of the Project.  

TABLE 4-16: CONSTRUCTION WORKER FUEL CONSUMPTION ESTIMATES (LDT2) 

Construction Activity 
Duration 
(Days) 

Worker 
Trips / Day  

Trip 
Length 
(miles) 

VMT 
Average Vehicle 
Fuel Economy 

(mpg) 

Estimated Fuel 
Consumption 

(gallons) 

2020 

PVSD Channel Improvements ς PVSD Channel Excavation 

Excavation/Grading 41 5 14.7 3,014 24.25 124 

PVSD Channel Improvements ς PVSD Channel Construction 

Detouring Traffic/Street 
Closure 

5 2 14.7 147 24.25 6 

Grubbing/Land Clearing 9 3 14.7 397 24.25 16 

Grading/Excavation/ 
Removing Existing Bridge 

9 5 14.7 662 24.25 27 

Rider 2 and 4 Warehouse Construction 

Site Preparation 20 5 14.7 1,470 24.25 61 

Grading  3 5 14.7 221 24.25 9 

2021 

PVSD Channel Improvements ς PVSD Channel Construction 

Grading/Excavation/ 
Removing Existing Bridge 

31 5 14.7 2,279 25.09 91 

Bridge Construction 190 136 14.7 379,848 25.09 15,141 

Drainage/Utilities/Sub-
Grade 

35 3 14.7 1,544 25.09 62 

Paving 16 4 14.7 941 25.09 37 

Rider 2 and 4 Warehouse Construction 

Grading  16 5 14.7 1,176 25.09 47 

Building Construction 37 297 14.7 161,538 25.09 6,439 

Paving 155 4 14.7 9,114 25.09 363 

Architectural Coating 65 60 14.7 57,330 25.09 2,285 

PROJECT CONSTRUCTION WORKER (LDT2) FUEL CONSUMPTION 24,708 
A Trip has been rounded up. 
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TABLE 4-17: TWO STAGE BRIDGE CONSTRUCTION WORKER FUEL CONSUMPTION ESTIMATES (LDT2) 

Construction Activity 
Duration 
(Days) 

Worker 
Trips / Day  

Trip 
Length 
(miles) 

VMT 
Average Vehicle 
Fuel Economy 

(mpg) 

Estimated Fuel 
Consumption 

(gallons) 

2020 

PVSD Channel Improvements ς PVSD Channel Excavation 

Excavation/Grading 41 5 14.7 3,014 24.25 124 

PVSD Channel Improvements ς PVSD Channel Construction 

Implementing Traffic 
Controls 

5 2 14.7 147 24.25 6 

Grubbing/Land Clearing 10 2 14.7 294 24.25 12 

Stage 1: 
Grading/Excavation/ 
Removing Existing Bridge 

30 4 14.7 1,764 24.25 73 

Rider 2 and 4 Warehouse Construction 

Site Preparation 20 5 14.7 1,470 24.25 61 

Grading  3 5 14.7 221 24.25 9 

2021 

PVSD Channel Improvements ς PVSD Channel Construction 

Stage 1: 
Grading/Excavation/ 
Removing Existing Bridge 

22 4 14.7 1,294 25.09 52 

Stage 1: Bridge 
Construction 

109 136 14.7 217,913 25.09 8,686 

Implementing Traffic 
Controls (Shifting Traffic) 

4 2 14.7 118 25.09 5 

Stage 2: 
Grading/Excavation/ 
Removing Existing Bridge 

30 4 14.7 1,764 25.09 70 

Stage 2: Bridge 
Construction 

137 136 14.7 273,890 25.09 10,917 

Drainage/Utilities/ 
Sub-Grade 

22 3 14.7 970 25.09 39 

Paving 15 4 14.7 882 25.09 35 

Rider 2 and 4 Warehouse Construction 

Grading  37 5 14.7 2,720 25.09 108 

Building Construction 155 297 14.7 676,715 25.09 26,973 

Paving 65 4 14.7 3,822 25.09 152 

Architectural Coating 40 60 14.7 35,280 25.09 1,406 

PROJECT CONSTRUCTION WORKER (LDT2) FUEL CONSUMPTION 48,729 
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It should be noted that ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ǿƻǊƪŜǊ ǘǊƛǇǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ŀ άǎƛƴƎƭŜπŜǾŜƴǘέ ƎŀǎƻƭƛƴŜ ŦǳŜƭ 
ŘŜƳŀƴŘ ŀƴŘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜ ƻƴπƎƻƛƴƎ ƻǊ ǇŜǊƳŀƴŜƴǘ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŦǳŜƭ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘƛǎ 
purpose. 

4.3.4 CONSTRUCTION VENDOR FUEL ESTIMATES 

With respect to estimated VMT, the construction vendor trips would generate an estimated 
396,391 VMT (one stage bridge construction) and 856,097 VMT (two stage bridge construction) 
along area roadways for the Project (29). It is assumed that 50% of all vendor trips are from 
medium-heavy duty trucks (MHDT) and 50% are from heavy-heavy duty trucks (HHDT). These 
assumptions are consistent with the CalEEMod defaults utilized within the within the AQIA (29). 
Vehicle fuel efficiencies for MHDTs and HHDTs were estimated using information generated 
within EMFAC2017. As all vendor activities occur during 2021, EMFAC2017 was run for the MHDT 
and HHDT vehicle class within the California sub-area for the 2021 calendar year. Data from 
EMFAC2017 is shown in Appendix 4.5. 

As generated by EMFAC2017, an aggregated fuel economy of MHDTs and HHDTs ranging from 
model year 1974 to model years 2021 are estimated to have fuel efficiency of 10.02 mpg. Based 
on Tables 4-18 and 4-19, it is estimated that 19,779 gallons of fuel (one stage bridge construction) 
and 42,716 gallons of fuel (two stage bridge construction) will be consumed related to 
construction vendor trips (MHDTs) during full construction of the Project.  

TABLE 4-18: ONE STAGE BRIDGE CONSTRUCTION VENDOR FUEL CONSUMPTION ESTIMATES (MHDT)  

Construction Activity 
Duration 
(Days) 

Vendor 
Trips / Day  

Trip Length 
(miles) 

VMT 
Average Vehicle 
Fuel Economy 

(mpg) 

Estimated Fuel 
Consumption 

(gallons) 

2021 

PVSD Channel Improvements ς PVSD Channel Construction 

Bridge Construction 190 106 6.9 138,966 10.02 13,868 

Rider 2 and 4 Warehouse Construction 

Building Construction 37 232 6.9 59,230 10.02 5,911 

PROJECT VENDOR (MHDT) TOTAL  19,779 
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TABLE 4-19: TWO STAGE BRIDGE CONSTRUCTION VENDOR FUEL CONSUMPTION ESTIMATES (MHDT)  

Construction Activity 
Duration 
(Days) 

Vendor 
Trips / Day  

Trip Length 
(miles) 

VMT 
Average Vehicle 
Fuel Economy 

(mpg) 

Estimated Fuel 
Consumption 

(gallons) 

2021 

PVSD Channel Improvements ς PVSD Channel Construction 

Stage 1:  
Bridge Construction 

109 106 6.9 79,723 10.02 7,956 

Stage 2:  
Bridge Construction 

137 106 6.9 100,202 10.02 9,999 

Rider 2 and 4 Warehouse Construction 

Building Construction 155 232 6.9 248,124 10.02 24,761 

PROJECT VENDOR (MHDT) TOTAL  42,716 

Tables 4-20 and 4-21 shows the estimated fuel economy of HHDTs accessing the Project sites. 
Based on Tables 4-20 and 4-21, it is estimated that 28,782 gallons of fuel (one stage bridge 
construction) and 62,162 gallons of fuel (two stage bridge construction) will be consumed related 
to construction vendor trips (HHDTs) during full construction of the Project.  

TABLE 4-20: ONE STAGE BRIDGE CONSTRUCTION VENDOR FUEL CONSUMPTION ESTIMATES (HHDT) 

Construction Activity 
Duration 
(Days) 

Vendor 
Trips / Day  

Trip Length 
(miles) 

VMT 
Average Vehicle 
Fuel Economy 

(mpg) 

Estimated Fuel 
Consumption 

(gallons) 

2021 

PVSD Channel Improvements ς PVSD Channel Construction 

Bridge Construction 190 106 6.9 138,966 6.89 20,181 

Rider 2 and 4 Warehouse Construction 

Building Construction 37 232 6.9 59,230 6.89 8,601 

PROJECT VENDOR (HHDT) TOTAL  28,782 
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TABLE 4-21: TWO STAGE BRIDGE CONSTRUCTION VENDOR FUEL CONSUMPTION ESTIMATES (HHDT)  

Construction Activity 
Duration 
(Days) 

Vendor 
Trips / Day  

Trip Length 
(miles) 

VMT 
Average Vehicle 
Fuel Economy 

(mpg) 

Estimated Fuel 
Consumption 

(gallons) 

2021 

PVSD Channel Improvements ς PVSD Channel Construction 

Stage 1:  
Bridge Construction 

109 106 6.9 79,723 6.89 11,577 

Stage 2:  
Bridge Construction 

137 106 6.9 100,202 6.89 14,551 

Rider 2 and 4 Warehouse Construction 

Building Construction 155 232 6.9 248,124 6.89 36,033 

PROJECT VENDOR (HHDT) TOTAL  62,162 

It should be noted that Project construction vendor trips ǿƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ŀ άǎƛƴƎƭŜπŜǾŜƴǘέ ŘƛŜǎŜƭ 
ŦǳŜƭ ŘŜƳŀƴŘ ŀƴŘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜ ƻƴπƎƻƛƴƎ ƻǊ ǇŜǊƳŀƴŜƴǘ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŘƛŜǎŜƭ ŦǳŜƭ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ 
for this purpose. 

4.3.5 CONSTRUCTION ENERGY EFFICIENCY/CONSERVATION MEASURES 

The equipment used for Project construction would conform to CARB regulations and California 
emissions standards. There are no unusual Project characteristics or construction processes that 
would require the use of equipment that would be more energy intensive than is used for 
comparable activities; or equipment that would not conform to current emissions standards (and 
related fuel efficiencies). Equipment employed in construction of the Project would therefore not 
result in inefficient wasteful, or unnecessary consumption of fuel. 

The Project would utilize construction contractors which practice compliance with applicable 
CARB regulation regarding retrofitting, repowering, or replacement of diesel off-road 
construction equipment.  Additionally, CARB has adopted the Airborne Toxic Control Measure to 
limit heavy-duty diesel motor vehicle idling in order to reduce public exposure to diesel 
particulate matter and other Toxic Air Contaminants. Compliance with anti-idling and emissions 
regulations would result in a more efficient use of construction-related energy and the 
minimization or elimination of wasteful or unnecessary consumption of energy. Idling restrictions 
and the use of newer engines and equipment would result in less fuel combustion and energy 
consumption.  

Additionally, certain incidental constrǳŎǘƛƻƴπǎƻǳǊŎŜ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴŎƛŜǎ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ŀŎŎǊǳŜ 
through implementation of California regulations and best available control measures (BACM). 
More specifically, CCR Title 13, Motor Vehicles, section 2449(d)(3) Idling, limits idling times of 
construction vehicles to no more than five minutes, thereby precluding unnecessary and wasteful 
ŎƻƴǎǳƳǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŦǳŜƭ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ǳƴǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛǾŜ ƛŘƭƛƴƎ ƻŦ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ŜǉǳƛǇƳŜƴǘΦ ¢ƻ ǘƘƛǎ ŜƴŘΣ άƎǊŀŘƛƴƎ 
Ǉƭŀƴǎ ǎƘŀƭƭ ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ ǎƛƎƴ ǎƘŀƭƭ ōŜ ǇƻǎǘŜŘ ƻƴπǎƛǘŜ stating that construction 
ǿƻǊƪŜǊǎ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ǎƘǳǘ ƻŦŦ ŜƴƎƛƴŜǎ ŀǘ ƻǊ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ŦƛǾŜ ƳƛƴǳǘŜǎ ƻŦ ƛŘƭƛƴƎΦέ Lƴ ǘƘƛǎ ƳŀƴƴŜǊΣ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ 
equipment operators are informed that engines are to be turned off at or prior to five minutes 
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of idling. Enforcement of idling limitations is realized through periodic site inspections conducted 
by City building officials, and/or in response to citizen complaints. 

Indirectly, construction energy efficiencies and energy conservation would be achieved for the 
proposed development through energy efficiencies realized from bulk purchase, transport and 
use of construction materials.  

A full analysis related to the energy needed to form construction materials is not included in this 
analysis due to a lack of detailed Project-specific information on construction materials. At this 
time, an analysis of the energy needed to create Project-related construction materials would be 
extremely speculative and thus has not been prepared.  

In general, the construction processes promote conservation and efficient use of energy by 
reducing raw materials demands, with related reduction in energy demands associated with raw 
materials extraction, transportation, processing and refinement. Use of materials in bulk reduces 
energy demands associated with preparation and transport of construction materials as well as 
the transport and disposal of construction waste and solid waste in general, with corollary 
reduced demands on area landfill capacities and energy consumed by waste transport and landfill 
operations. 

4.4 OPERATIONAL ENERGY DEMANDS 

Energy consumption in support of or related to Project operations would include transportation 
energy demands (energy consumed by resident, employee, and patron vehicles accessing the 
Project sites) and facilities energy demands (energy consumed by building operations and site 
maintenance activities). 

4.4.1 TRANSPORTATION ENERGY DEMANDS 

Energy that would be consumed by ProjectπƎŜƴŜǊŀǘŜŘ ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎ ƛǎ ŀ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƻǘŀƭ ±a¢ ŀƴŘ 
estimated vehicle fuel economies of vehicles accessing the Project sites.  

LIGHT-DUTY AUTOS 

With respect to estimated VMT, and based on the trip frequency and trip length methodologies 
cited in the ProjectΩǎ AQIA, the Project would generate an estimated 8,004,286 annual VMT along 
area roadways for all LDAs with full build-out of the Project (29). ¢ŀōƭŜ пπ22 provides an estimated 
range of annual fuel consumption resulting from Project generated LDAs. Based on Table 4-22, it 
is estimated that 251,462 gallons of fuel will be consumed from Project generated LDA trips. 

TABLE 4-22: PROJECT-GENERATED LDA VEHICLE TRAFFIC ANNUAL FUEL CONSUMPTION 

Annual VMT 
Average Vehicle Fuel Economy  

(mpg) 
Estimated Annual Fuel 
Consumption (gallons) 

8,004,286 31.83 251,462 
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LIGHT-DUTY TRUCKS  

With respect to estimated VMT, and based on the trip frequency and trip length methodologies 
cited in the ProjectΩǎ AQIA, the Project would generate an estimated 557,991 annual VMT along 
area roadways for all Light-Duty Trucks (LDT1)5 vehicles with full build-out of the Project (29). 
¢ŀōƭŜ пπ23 provides an estimated range of annual fuel consumption resulting from Project 
generated LDT1s. Based on Table 4-23, it is estimated that 20,840 gallons of fuel will be consumed 
from Project generated LDT1 trips. 

TABLE 4-23 PROJECT-GENERATED LDT1 VEHICLE TRAFFIC ANNUAL FUEL CONSUMPTION 

Annual VMT 
Average Vehicle Fuel Economy  

(mpg) 
Estimated Annual Fuel 
Consumption (gallons) 

557,991 26.78 20,840 

Additionally, the Project would generate an estimated 2,732,232 annual VMT along area 
roadways for all LDT26 vehicles with full build-out of the Project (29). ¢ŀōƭŜ пπ24 provides an 
estimated range of annual fuel consumption resulting from Project generated LDT2s. Based on 
Table 4-24, it is estimated that 108,905 gallons of fuel will be consumed from Project generated 
LDT2 trips. 

TABLE 4-24: PROJECT-GENERATED LDT2 VEHICLE TRAFFIC ANNUAL FUEL CONSUMPTION 

Annual VMT 
Average Vehicle Fuel Economy  

(mpg) 
Estimated Annual Fuel 
Consumption (gallons) 

2,732,232 25.09 108,905 

MEDIUM-DUTY TRUCKS 

With respect to estimated VMT, and based on the trip frequency and trip length methodologies 
cited in the ProjectΩǎ AQIA, the Project would generate an estimated 1,750,938 annual VMT along 
area roadways for all Medium-Duty Trucks (MDV) vehicles with full build-out of the Project (29). 
¢ŀōƭŜ пπ25 provides an estimated range of annual fuel consumption resulting from Project 
generated MDVs. Based on Table 4-25, it is estimated that 87,209 gallons of fuel will be consumed 
from Project generated MDV trips. 

TABLE 4-25: PROJECT-GENERATED MDV VEHICLE TRAFFIC ANNUAL FUEL CONSUMPTION 

Annual VMT 
Average Vehicle Fuel Economy  

(mpg) 
Estimated Annual Fuel 
Consumption (gallons) 

1,750,938 20.08 87,209 

 
5 Vehicles under the LDT1 category have a gross vehicle weight rating (GVWR) of less than 6,000 lbs. and equivalent test 

weight (ETW) of less than or equal to 3,750 lbs.  
6 Vehicles under the LDT2 category have a GVWR of less than 6,000 lbs. and ETW between 3,751 lbs. and 5,750 lbs.   
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LIGHT-HEAVY DUTY TRUCKS 

With respect to estimated VMT, and based on the trip frequency and trip length methodologies 
cited in the ProjectΩǎ AQIA, the Project would generate an estimated 1,039,018 annual VMT along 
area roadways for all Light-Heavy-Duty Trucks (LHDT1)7 vehicles with full build-out of the Project 
(29). ¢ŀōƭŜ пπ26 provides an estimated range of annual fuel consumption resulting from Project 
generated LHDT1s. Based on Table 4-26, it is estimated that 73,048 gallons of fuel will be 
consumed from Project generated LHDT1 trips. 

TABLE 4-26: PROJECT-GENERATED LHDT1 TRAFFIC ANNUAL FUEL CONSUMPTION 

Annual VMT 
Average Vehicle Fuel Economy  

(mpg) 
Estimated Annual Fuel 
Consumption (gallons) 

1,039,018 14.22 73,048 

MEDIUM-HEAVY DUTY TRUCKS 

With respect to estimated VMT, and based on the trip frequency and trip length methodologies 
cited in the ProjectΩǎ AQIA, the Project would generate an estimated 1,269,911 annual VMT along 
area roadways for all MHDTs with full build-out of the Project (29). ¢ŀōƭŜ пπ27 provides an 
estimated range of annual fuel consumption resulting from Project generated MHDTs. Based on 
Table 4-27, it is estimated that 126,728 gallons of fuel will be consumed from Project generated 
MHDT trips. 

TABLE 4-27: PROJECT-GENERATED MHDT TRAFFIC ANNUAL FUEL CONSUMPTION 

Annual VMT 
Average Vehicle Fuel Economy  

(mpg) 
Estimated Annual Fuel 
Consumption (gallons) 

1,269,911 10.02 126,728 

HEAVY-HEAVY DUTY TRUCKS 

With respect to estimated VMT, and based on the trip frequency and trip length methodologies 
cited in the ProjectΩǎ AQIA, the Project would generate an estimated 3,886,697 annual VMT along 
area roadways for all HHDTs with full build-out of the Project (29). ¢ŀōƭŜ пπ28 provides an 
estimated range of annual fuel consumption resulting from Project generated HHDTs. Based on 
Table 4-28, it is estimated that 564,429 gallons of fuel will be consumed from Project generated 
HHDT trips. 

TABLE 4-28: PROJECT-GENERATED HHDT TRAFFIC ANNUAL FUEL CONSUMPTION 

Annual VMT 
Average Vehicle Fuel Economy  

(mpg) 
Estimated Annual Fuel 
Consumption (gallons) 

3,886,697 6.89 564,429 

 
7 Vehicles under the L HDT1 category have a GVWR of 8,501 to 10,000 lbs.  
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As summarized on Table 4-29 the Project will result in 19,241,072 annual VMT and an estimated 
annual fuel consumption of 1,232,621 gallons of fuel. 

TABLE 4-29: TOTAL PROJECT-GENERATED TRAFFIC ANNUAL FUEL CONSUMPTION (ALL VEHICLES) 

Vehicle Type Annual VMT 
Estimated Annual Fuel  
Consumption (gallons) 

LDA 8,004,286 251,462 

LDT1 557,991 20,840 

LDT2 2,732,232 108,905 

MDV 1,750,938 87,209 

LHDT 1,039,018 73,048 

MHDT 1,269,911 126,728 

HHDT   3,886,697 564,429 

TOTAL (ALL VEHICLES) 19,241,072 1,232,621 

4.4.2 FACILITY ENERGY DEMANDS 

Project building operations and Project site maintenance activities would result in the 
consumption of electricity. Electricity would be supplied to the Project by SCE. Annual electricity 
demands of the Project are summarized in Table 4-30. 

Based on information provided by the Project Applicant, the Project would not require natural 
gas for operations and no natural gas infrastructure would be installed as part of the Project. As 
such, emissions associated with natural gas use were excluded from the analysis. 

Energy use in buildings is divided into energy consumed by the built environment and energy 
consumed by uses that are independent of the construction of the building such as in plug-in 
appliances. In California, the California Building Standards Code Title 24 governs energy 
consumed by the built environment, mechanical systems, and some types of fixed lighting (35). 
Non-ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ǳǎŜΣ ƻǊ άǇƭǳƎ-ƛƴέ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ǳǎŜ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ǎǳōŘƛǾƛŘŜŘ ōȅ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ŜƴŘ-use 
(refrigeration, cooking, appliances, etc.).  
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TABLE 4-30: PROJECT ANNUAL OPERATIONAL ENERGY DEMAND SUMMARY 

Electricity Demand kWh/year 

Other Asphalt Surfaces 0 

Other Non-Asphalt Surfaces 0 

Parking Lot 71,960 

Rider 2 and 4 Warehouse  2,609,550 

TOTAL PROJECT ELECTRICITY DEMAND 2,681,510 

    kWh/year ς kilo-watt hours per year  

4.4.3 OPERATIONAL ENERGY EFFICIENCY/CONSERVATION MEASURES 

Energy efficiency/energy conservation attributes of the Project would be complemented by 
increasingly stringent state and federal regulatory actions addressing vehicle fuel economies and 
vehicle emissions standards; and enhanced building/utilities energy efficiencies mandated under 
California building codes (e.g., Title24, California Green Building Standards Code).  

It should also be noted that the Project would not result in a substantial increase in demand or 
transmission service, resulting in the need for new or expanded sources of energy supply or new 
or expanded energy delivery systems or infrastructure because it would be served by the existing 
electric utility lines in the Project vicinity. 

ENHANCED VEHICLE FUEL EFFICIENCIES 

Project annual fuel consumption estimates presented previously in Tables 4-29 represent likely 
potential maximums that would occur for the Project. Under subsequent future conditions, 
average fuel economies of vehicles accessing the Project sites can be expected to improve as 
older, less fuel-efficient vehicles are removed from circulation, and in response to fuel economy 
and emissions standards imposed on newer vehicles entering the circulation system. 

4.5 SUMMARY 

4.5.1 CONSTRUCTION ENERGY DEMANDS 

The estimated power cost of on-site electricity usage during the construction of the Project is 
assumed to be around $111,577.26 (one stage bridge construction) and $135,588.93 (two stage 
bridge construction). Additionally, based on the assumed power cost, it is estimated that the total 
electricity usage during construction, after full Project build-, is calculated to be around 1,394,716 
kWh (one stage bridge construction) and 1,694,862 kWh (two stage bridge construction).   

Construction equipment used by the Project would result in single event consumption of 
approximately 122,551 gallons of diesel fuel (one stage bridge construction) and 130,265 gallons 
of diesel fuel (two stage bridge construction). Construction equipment use of fuel would not be 
atypical for the type of construction proposed because there are no aspects of the ProjectΩǎ 
proposed construction process that are unusual or energy-intensive, and Project construction 
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equipment would conform to the applicable CARB emissions standards, acting to promote 
equipment fuel efficiencies.  

CCR Title 13, Title 13, Motor Vehicles, section 2449(d)(3) Idling, limits idling times of construction 
vehicles to no more than 5 minutes, thereby precluding unnecessary and wasteful consumption 
of fuel due to unproductive idling of construction equipment. BACMs inform construction 
equipment operators of this requirement. Enforcement of idling limitations is realized through 
periodic site inspections conducted by City building officials, and/or in response to citizen 
complaints.  

Construction worker trips for full construction of the Project would result in the estimated fuel 
consumption of 86,705 gallons of fuel (one stage bridge construction) and 171,080 gallons of fuel 
(two stage bridge construction). Additionally, fuel consumption from construction vendor trips 
(MHDTs and HHDTs) will total approximately 48,561 gallons of fuel (one stage bridge 
construction) and 104,878 gallons of fuel (two stage bridge construction). Diesel fuel would be 
supplied by City and regional commercial vendors. Indirectly, construction energy efficiencies 
and energy conservation would be achieved through the use of bulk purchases, transport and 
use of construction materials. The 2019 IEPR released by the CEC has shown that fuel efficiencies 
are getting better within on and off-road vehicle engines due to more stringent government 
requirements (24). As supported by the preceding discussions, Project construction energy 
consumption would not be considered inefficient, wasteful, or otherwise unnecessary.  

4.5.2 OPERATIONAL ENERGY DEMANDS 

TRANSPORTATION ENERGY DEMANDS 

Annual vehicular trips and related VMT generated by the operational of the Project would result 
in an estimated 253,419 gallons of fuel consumption per year for LDAs, 21,106 gallons of fuel of 
LDT1s, 110,352 gallons of fuel for LDT2s, 87,870 gallons for fuel for MDVs, 73,719 gallons of fuel 
for LHDT1s, 130,482 gallons of fuel for MHDTs, and 560,679 gallons for fuel for HHDTs.  The total 
estimated annual fuel consumption from Project generated VMT would result in a fuel demand 
764,881 gallons of fuel. 

Fuel would be provided by current and future commercial vendors. Trip generation and VMT 
generated by the Project are consistent with other industrial uses of similar scale and 
configuration, as reflected respectively in the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip 
Generation Manual (10th Ed., 2017); and CalEEMod. That is, the Project does not propose uses 
or operations that would inherently result in excessive and wasteful vehicle trips and VMT, nor 
associated excess and wasteful vehicle energy consumption. 

Enhanced fuel economies realized pursuant to federal and state regulatory actions, and related 
transition of vehicles to alternative energy sources (e.g., electricity, natural gas, biofuels, 
hydrogen cells) would likely decrease future gasoline fuel demands per VMT. Location of the 
Project proximate to regional and local roadway systems tends to reduce VMT within the region, 
acting to reduce regional vehicle energy demands. The Project would implement sidewalks, 
facilitating and encouraging pedestrian access. Facilitating pedestrian and bicycle access would 
reduce VMT and associated energy consumption. In compliance with the California Green 
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Building Standards Code, the Project would promote the use of bicycles as an alternative mean 
of transportation by providing short-term and/or long-term bicycle parking accommodations. As 
supported by the preceding discussions, Project transportation energy consumption would not 
be considered inefficient, wasteful, or otherwise unnecessary. 

FACILITY ENERGY DEMANDS 

Project facility operational energy demands are estimated at: 2,681,510 kWh/year of electricity. 
Electricity would be supplied by SCE. The Project proposes conventional industrial uses reflecting 
contemporary energy efficient/energy conserving designs and operational programs. Uses 
proposed by the Project are not inherently energy intensive, and the Project energy demands in 
total would be comparable to, or less than, other projects of similar scale and configuration. It 
should also be noted that based on information provided by the Project Applicant, the Project 
would not require natural gas for operations and no natural gas infrastructure would be installed 
as part of the Project. As such, emissions associated with natural gas use were excluded from the 
analysis. 

Additionally, the Project will be required to comply with the applicable Title 24 standards which 
will further ensure that the Project energy demands would not be inefficient, wasteful, or 
otherwise unnecessary. 
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5 CONCLUSIONS 

9ƴŜǊƎȅ LƳǇŀŎǘπмΥ wŜǎǳƭǘ ƛƴ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭƭȅ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ǿŀǎǘŜŦǳƭΣ 
ƛƴŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘΣ ƻǊ ǳƴƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ ŎƻƴǎǳƳǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎΣ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ 
ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ƻǊ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴΦ 

As supported by the preceding analyses, Project construction and operations would not result in 
the inefficient, wasteful or unnecessary consumption of energy. Further, the energy demands of 
the Project can be accommodated within the context of available resources and energy delivery 
systems. The Project would therefore not cause or result in the need for additional energy 
producing or transmission facilities. The Project would not engage in wasteful or inefficient uses 
of energy and aims to achieve energy conservations goals within the State of California.   

 

9ƴŜǊƎȅ LƳǇŀŎǘπнΥ /ƻƴŦƭƛŎǘ ǿƛǘƘ ƻǊ ƻōǎǘǊǳŎǘ ŀ ǎǘŀǘŜ ƻǊ ƭƻŎŀƭ Ǉƭŀƴ ŦƻǊ ǊŜƴŜǿŀōƭŜ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ƻǊ 
ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅΦ 

Consistent with the PVCCSP EIR, the Project would implement the applicable mitigation measures 
ƭƛǎǘŜŘ ƛƴ 9{ΦнΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƭŜǎǎŜƴ ǘƘŜ tǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ǳǎŀƎŜΦ Further, the proposed Project is 
subject to California Building Code requirements. New buildings must achieve the 2019 Building 
and Energy Efficiency Standards and the 2019 California Green Building Standards requirements. 

The Project would provide for, and promote, energy efficiencies consistent with other applicable 
federal and State of California standards and regulations, and in so doing would meet all 
California Building Standards Code Title 24 standards. Moreover, energy consumed by the 
tǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ŎƻƴǎǳƳŜŘ ōȅ ƻǘƘŜǊ industrial uses 
of similar scale and intensity that are constructed and operating in California. On this basis, the 
Project would not result in the inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary consumption of energy. 
Further, the Project would not cause or result in the need for additional energy producing 
facilities or energy delivery systems. 
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7 CERTIFICATIONS 

The contents of this energy analysis report represent an accurate depiction of the environmental 
impacts associated with the proposed IDI Rider 2 and 4 High Cube Warehouses and Perris Valley 
Storm Drain Channel Improvement Project.  The information contained in this energy analysis 
report is based on the best available data at the time of preparation. If you have any questions, 
please contact me directly at (949) 336-5987. 

 

Haseeb Qureshi 
Associate Principal 
hqureshi@urbanxroads.com  

 

EDUCATION 

Master of Science in Environmental Studies 
California State ¦ƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅΣ CǳƭƭŜǊǘƻƴ ω aŀȅ нлмл 

Bachelor of Arts in Environmental Analysis and Design 
¦ƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƻŦ /ŀƭƛŦƻǊƴƛŀΣ LǊǾƛƴŜ ω WǳƴŜ нллс 

 

PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS 
AEP ς Association of Environmental Planners  
AWMA ς Air and Waste Management Association 
ASTM ς American Society for Testing and Materials 

 

PROFESSIONAL CERTIFICATIONS 

Planned Communities and Urban Infill ς ¦Ǌōŀƴ [ŀƴŘ LƴǎǘƛǘǳǘŜ ω WǳƴŜ нлмм 
Indoor Air Quality and Industrial Hygiene ς 9a{[ !ƴŀƭȅǘƛŎŀƭ ω !ǇǊƛƭ нллу 
Principles of Ambient Air Monitoring ς /ŀƭƛŦƻǊƴƛŀ !ƛǊ wŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ .ƻŀǊŘ ω !ǳƎǳǎǘ нллт 
AB2588 Regulatory Standards ς ¢Ǌƛƴƛǘȅ /ƻƴǎǳƭǘŀƴǘǎ ω bƻǾŜƳōŜǊ нллс 
Air Dispersion Modeling ς [ŀƪŜǎ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ω WǳƴŜ нллс 

mailto:hqureshi@urbanxroads.com
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APPENDIX 4.1: 
 

CALEEMOD PVSD CHANNEL IMPROVEMENTS ς PVSD CHANNEL EXCAVATION ANNUAL EMISSIONS 

MODEL OUTPUTS 
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APPENDIX 4.2: 
 

CALEEMOD PVSD CHANNEL IMPROVEMENTS ς PVSD CHANNEL CONSTRUCTION ANNUAL 

EMISSIONS MODEL OUTPUTS 
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APPENDIX 4.3: 

 
CALEEMOD RIDER 2 AND 4 WAREHOUSE CONSTRUCTION ANNUAL EMISSIONS MODEL OUTPUTS 
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APPENDIX 4.4: 
 

CALEEMOD PROJECT OPERATIONS ANNUAL EMISSIONS MODEL OUTPUTS 
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APPENDIX 4.5: 
 

EMFAC2017 MODEL OUTPUTS  



IDI Rider 2 and 4 High Cube Warehouses and Perris Valley Storm Drain Channel Improvement Project Energy Analysis 

11558-09 EA Report 

 

This page intentionally left blank 


